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~ COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


FOUNDED 1807. 


50, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 


ion risks being undertaken. : 
a RETURN SYSTEM of the County Fire Orrice offers an important advantage 










Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. | In the Weekly Reporter. 
















by the “ County *? may be obtained upon application. 
X LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
special valuation and at low rates. 











op Ordinary Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the Office. 
yoRMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the Apvayraces offered 
B, E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
In Drawing x 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 










ESTABLISHED 1836. 










FUNDS - . - - - £ 4,400,000 
INCOME - - - -+= = £600,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £ 2,000,000 






BUSINESS IN FORCE : - £ 16,000,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES- 


Wirnovr Prorits. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate 








| Age | Premium | Age | Premium | Age | Premium 


20 |£178%,| 30 | s116%,| 40 | 210%, 











£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 


According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 







Duration 





10 yrs. | 20 yrs. | 30yrs. | 40 yrs. | 








Amount of Policy 











£1,199 | 61.438 | £1,724 | 82,067 





Full information on application to 


THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 


ALTHOUGH no announcement has been made on the subject, 
there is reason to believe that Mr. Justice Waricur has placed 
his resignation in the hands of the Lord Chancellor, but it 
remains to be seen whether it will be accepted. According to 
recent accounts the condition of the learned judge has somewhat 
improved. 





WE pustisH elsewhere a notice under the Colonial Stock Act, 
1900, practically placing Natal Three and a Half per Cent. 
Consolidated Stock among the trust securities authorized by the 
Trustee Act, 1893. 





THE First LEoTURE by Professor T. E. Hortayp, K.C., in 
connection with the lectureship on International Law recently 
founded by an anonymous benefactor as part of the Law Society’s 
teaching scheme, will be delivered at the society’s hall on the 
Ist of July next, at 5.30 p.m. The lectures will be open to 


the public without fee. 





WE wou p direct the attention of our readers tothe summary 
of reasons in favour of an immediate inquiry being held as to 
the working of the system of compulsory registration of title in 
the County of London which has been issued by the Council of 


the Royal Borough of Kensington. It appears that this 
inquiry has already been asked for by local authorities repre- 
senting about 63 per cent. of the total rateable value of the 
whole County of London, yet, as we all know, it is persistently 
refused. 





Tue remarks of the chairman at the recent festival of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association as to the overdrawing, for the 
first time, of the banking account of the association ought to 
stimulate the generosity of members of the profession in order to 
prevent the sacrifice of any of the invested capital of this admirable 
institution. We confess to strong sympathy with the chairman’s 
view that a charitable institution ought always to keep within its 
income, even at the cost of refusing rélief to deserving applicants 
or of limiting the operations of the institution. The mania for 
running into debt which has recently broken out among chari- 
ties and even religious societies, is a matter of serious moment. 
A spendthrift charity or society, living from hand to mouth, is 
not likely to be able to conduct its work efficiently ; sooner or 
later there must be an end to the bank overdraft, and then if 
the special whip for subscriptions fails, disaster must ensue. 





WE reap that in an action brought recently in the Paris 








‘courts, a dentist recovered £200 damages against a servant’s 
| registry who’provided him with a domestic who robbed him two 
| days after entering his service. We have no recollection of a 
' similar action on this side of the Channel, though our criminal 
courts have often to deal with larcenies by domestic servants. 


> It is not said that in the French action the defendants were 


| proved to have known that the servant was a dishonest person, 


7s | and it may be argued that the business of a registry office is 


merely to keep a list of masters who want servants, and servants 
who want places, and that those who keep the office undertake 
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no greater liability than that of newspapers who publish adver- 
tisements relating to servants. The extent of the liability 
of those who conduct an agency for the employment of 
domestic servants is really a question of fact, and we can imagine 
that there are cases in which an English jury might award the 
plaintiff damages similar to those recovered in Paris. In 
Heys v. Tindall (1 B. & 8. 296) the plaintiff employed 
the defendant as house agent to let a house for him 
on commission. In an action for introducing an _ in- 
solvent tenant, it was held that it was properly left to the 
jury upon the evidence to say whether it was part of the 
defendant’s undertaking that he would make reasonable 
inquiries as to the eligibility of the tenant. At the trial Buack- 
BURN, J., in leaving the case to the jury, directed them that in 
law the contract would not amount to a warranty of the 
eligibility, but to an engagement to use reasonable care and 
diligence in endeavouring to ascertain the eligibility, and the 
Court of Queen’s Bench, in refusing a rule for a new trial, said 
that it could hardly be supposed that an agent was to receive 
5 per cent. commission for merely putting the house on his 
books. The liability of a house agent is probably greater than 
that of an inquiry office for servants, but if the keeper of such 
an office wishes to limit his liability for the character and reputa- 
tion of servants introduced by him, it is only reasonable that 
this should be done by express notice. 





Tue House of Lords have affirmed, in New Balkis Eersteling 
(Limited) v. Randt Gold Mining Co. (1904, A. ©. 165), the 
decision of the Court of Appeal upon the position of purchasers 
of forfeited shares. The respondent company, who were the 
plaintiffs in the action, had issued 5s. shares. The African 
Gold Properties (Limited) had been the holders of 40,000 of 
these upon which 3s. 4d. per share had been paid up. The balance 
of 1s. 8d. was called up and was not paid, and thereupon the 
shares were forfeited and were sold to the appellant company. 
A certificate was issued to the purchasers stating that 3s. 4d. per 
share had been paid, and continuing: ‘‘The remaining one 
shilling and eightpence per share has been called up and is pay- 
able by the African Gold Properties (Limited), who were the holders 
of the said shares prior to the same being forfeited, and the said 
New Balkis Eersteling (Limited) is to be deemed to be the holder 
of the said shares discharged from all the calls due prior to the 
date hereof.”” These last words follow the directions of article 
22 of Table A. Subsequently the Randt Gold Mining Co. 
made a fresh call of 1s. 8d. on these shares, and the question 
arose whether they were entitled to do so, having regard to the 
circumstances and to the form of the certificate. In principle 
it would seem that the purchasers of the forfeited shares should 
be liable for any money not actually paid up, and this is the 
result which has been arrived at. The certificate discharges the 
purchaser from liability for calls already made, and if these 
were in fact recovered from the former holders, the company 
would not be able to make further calls. They would have 
received the full nominal amount of the shares. But if the old 
calls are not paid, there appears to be no reason why fresh calls 
should not be made on the new holders. As Lord Davey 
pointed out, the purchaser takes the shares with knowledge 
that only 3s. 4d. has been paid up, and unless the other 1s. 8d. 
is paid under the old call, it remains as unpaid capital which 
can be called up at any time upon a call being made in proper 
manner. The purchaser is relieved from the old call, but 
remains liable to a new call up to the amount of the unpaid 
nominal value. 





Tue piscovery of new remedies is at the present time unusual, 
but this seems to have occurred in Smith v. Giddy (Times, 22nd 
inst.), in which the Divisional Court (W118 and Kennepy, JJ.) 
have reversed the decision of Judge Russx.t in the Chertsey 
County Court. The question related to the rights of neighbour- 
ing landowners in respect of overhanging trees, a matter which 
was much discussed a few years ago in Lemmon v. Webb (1894, 


3Ch.1; 1895, A.C. 1). In that case it seems to have been 
treated as clear that where a tree growing in the land of A. had 
branches which overhung the land of B, B. was entitled to cut 
them down, and the point at issue was whether, before doing so, 





LT 

he was bound to give notice to A. It was held by the Court of 
Appeal, reversing Kexewion, J., and also by the House of 
Lords, that no notice was necessary. In a case of nuisance caused 
by omission (as opposed to a nuisance by commission), which cay 
only be abated by going on the land of another, such notice is 
necessary save in circumstances of emergency, since the person 
abating the nuisance has to justify a trespass. But the cutting 
of overhanging boughs involves no trespass, and therefore 
requires no notice. In the present case the landowner, Sura, 
whose land was overhung, preferred not to adopt this remedy, 
and he brought an action claiming damages and an injunction 
against the branches being allowed to remain. The possibility 
of such an action was contemplated in Lemmon v. Webb, but 
Lixpiey, L.J., pointed out that it would depend on proof of 
actual damage. ‘To plant a tree on one’s own land,” he 
said, “infringes no rights, and if the tree grows 
over the soil of another, I cannot find that any action 
lies for the encroachment unless damage can be proved.” 
Of course, where actual loss results, an action for 
damages will lie, and such damages were recovered in 
Crowhurst v. Amersham Burial Board (4 Ex. D. 5), where the 
plaintiff's horse had died from eating the overhanging branches 
of a yew tree growing on the defendants’ land. But an action 
having for its main object to compel the neighbouring landowner 
to remove the branches, does not seem to have been brought 
until now. Yet if damage is proved, so as to give ground for 
an action at law, as distinguished from the summary remedy’ of 
cutting down the branches, which, as above stated, does not 
depend on damage, there seems to be no reason why it should 
not take the form of an action for an injunction. So, accord- 
ingly, the Divisional Court held, and hence a landowner who is 
troubled by his neighbour’s overhanging branches, has the 
alternative, where they cause him actual damage, of either 
removing them himself or of requiring his neighbour to remove 
them ; while, evenif there is no damage—so at least we read the 
cases —he can still remove the branches himself, and that without 
notice. 





AN INTERESTING point as to the extent of the decision of the 
Court of Appeal, affirming Sraune, J., in Re Masons 
Orphanage (44 W. R. 339; 1896, 1 Ch. 596) has been decided 
by Kexewica, J., in Attorney-General v. National Hospital for 
the Paralyzed (Times, 21st inst). The former case turned upon 
the construction to be placed on section 29 of the Charitable 
Trusts Act, 1855, which provides that charity trustees shall not 
sell the charity lands ‘‘ otherwise than with the express authority 
of Parliament, under an Act already passed, or which may here- 
after be passed, or of a court or judge of competent juris 
diction, or according to a scheme legally established, or with the 
approval of” the Charity Commissioners. What is the 
meaning of the words in italics? If taken by themselves, 
and without regard to the practice of the court with regard to 
charities, they might perhaps include the instrument by 
which the charity was founded, so that if this conferred 4 
power of sale upon the trustees, they would be at liberty 
to sell without applying to the commissioners for approval. But 
in Re Mason’s Orphanage Srrauine, J. (1896, 1 Ch. 54) pointed 
out that such a construction was hardly consistent with the use 
of the word “scheme”: ‘“‘ When a scheme is spoken of in con- 
nection with a charity, what is meant is, not the instrument of 
foundation, but a document sanctioned by some properly con- 
stituted authority containing directions for the administration of 
the charity”; and he held, accordingly, that the words “‘ scheme 
legally established” did not include the instrument by which 
the charity was founded. Similarly, in the Court of Appeal, 
Linpizy, L.J., observed that the phrase was a technical expres- 
sion and had a definite meaning as applie@to charities. ‘‘ I uader- 
stand it,” he said, ‘to mean a scheme either sanctioned by the 
Court of Chancery, or sanctioned by those other authorities whic 
under the Act of 1853 could sanction schemes. I cannot read the 
language ‘according to a scheme legally established’ as equivalent 
to ‘according to trusts duly declared.’” But Kay, LJ. m 
assenting to this view, made an important reservation, which has 
been the cause of the litigation in the present case. The words, 
he said, ‘‘do not mean the original trust, unless that original tru 
was a trust founded by the Crown or by Act of Parliament, i 
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which case you might treat it as having been established by 


them than they are now doing. That will not matter if the 


higher authority even than the Court of Chancery.” It was how- | licence is maintained and merely transferred to another building, 


ever, unnecessary to refer to trusts founded by Act of Parliament, 
for section 29 expressly deals with statutory powers of sale, and 
it was unnecessary, also, to refer to charities founded by the 


for a proportionately high price will be obtained and the rate- 
ayers will not suffer. But if the authority carrying out the 
improvements come to the conclusion that a licence is not required, 


wn. The whole point of the decision was that a ‘scheme | and therefore should be abandoned, it is rather hard to see why 


legally established” was something different from the instrument | the 


ratepayers should bear this heavy expense. In such 


of foundation, and this difference exists even though that instru- | circumstances, according to the Bill, the value of the licence 


ment is a Royal Charter. In the present case of Attorney-General 
y. National Hospital for the Paralyzed the Registrar of the Land 
Registry had held that, since the hospital was incorporated by 
such an instrument containing an express power of sale, it could 
register its land without entry of a restriction against sale 
without the approval of the Charity Commissioners. But upon 
appeal by the Attorney-General, this view has been decided to 
beerroneous. A sale under the power in the charter would not 
be a sale according toa “scheme legally established” within 
the meaning of section 29. 





Ir nas been found convenient to incorporate certain officials 
as representing departments of the Government in order that 
they may sue and be sued’in respect of their engagements 
without the formalities of the procedure necessary when a 
subject is seeking redress from the Crown. The Secretary of 
State for War and the Postmaster-General are instances of such 
corporations. It is more than probable that attempts will be 
made by proceedings against these departments to recover 
damages from the Government in an action of tort. The 
decision of the Supreme Court of New South Wales in Davidson 
v. Walker (S. R., vol. 1, 196) may be read with advantage as 
explaining the liability of the Crown in such an action, and as 
shewing that it may well happen that an individual may 
suffer by the exercise of the powers of the State and be 
compelled to contribute more than his share to the public 
convenience. The grievance of which the plaintiff complained 
was that a police station, or lock-up, had been erected in 
the immediate neighbourhood of his house without taking 
ordinary or reasonable precautions to deaden or diminish 
the noise caused by the shouts and violent language of 
drunken and disorderly persons confined in the building. At 
the trial the judge directed a nonsuit, and a rule to set aside 
this nonsuit was discharged by the court on the ground that the 
Government, though they had no direct statutory authority to 
erect lock-ups, gaols, schools, &c., did so in performance of their 
duty to the public and for the public benefit, and that no action 
would lie against them in respect of choice of site or method of 
construction unless there had been either a gross abuse of the 
powers which they possessed or mala fides. The court observe 
that although “the clause in the Government Act” made 
the Government liable in actions of tort, it did not operate to 
put the Government, with regard to its important executive 
functions, in the same position as a private individual, and that 


- on grounds of public policy, the Government must possess a large 
degree of immunity from liability in the exercise of those 
We may add that it seems more convenient that the 


functions. 


(that is, the difference between the value of the premises con- 

sidered as licensed and as non-licensed) should be paid by the 

trade. The Bill, however, makes no provision for getting the 

value of the licence from the trade, where the premises are 

purchased, and the licence is abandoned, by a local authority. 

It is suggested that an amendment should be inserted 

making such provision. Such arrangement, however, would 
require many safeguards. In the first place, it is quarter 

sessions, and quarter sessions alone, who have to determine 

whether a licence is required or not, and it will notdo to allow 
public bodies to encroach on their jurisdiction. In the second 
place, quarter sessions can only act on the report of the licensing 
justices, and this report must be the result of opposition; as the 
licence-holder cannot both apply for a renewal and himself 
oppose the renewal, it is clear that the whole machinery will 
have to be altered to allow of the licence-holder himself apply- 
ing for compensation when he wishes to abandon the licence. 
It is probably too late now to provide this new machinery. 
When the new Biil becomes law, and the owner of a licence has 
aright to be compensated if his licence is destroyed for public 
reasons, it will become a serious question how far a local 
body will be justified in abandoning a licence which has 
been paid for out of public money. The local bodies are 
trustees of the public money, and when once there is constituted 
a body with the statutory power of deciding whether a licence is 
required or not, it will be very like a breach of trust for a local 
body to decide such a question for themselves at the cost of the 
ratepayers. No doubt this matter will be heard of in Parliament 
before long. 





One or the numerous questions arising under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897, was debated in the Salford County 
Court last week. The Act is (under section 7) “to apply only to 
employment by the undertakers as hereinafter defined . . . 
on or about any building which exceeds thirty feet in height, 
and is either being constructed or repaired by means of a 
scaffolding.” Ina claim for compensation it appeared that in 
February last one Pirretr, having entered into a contract to 
decorate St. Joseph’s Church, Ellesmere-street, Salford, made a 
sub-contract with one Knicut, by which the latter was to erect 
and take down the necessary scaffolding, and that Kyicur 
himself employed one Puriuirs as sub-contractor. The church 
had been opened and in use for two years, and everything was 
completed except the interior decoration. Puttiirs had in his 
employment a man named Baker, who fell from the scaffolding 
and was so seriously injured that he died in consequence. The 
claim for compensation was made by his widow. The point taken 


extent of the liability of an executive government in similar| by the employer was that the decoration could not be con- 


cases should be defined by express legislation. 





In view of the Licensing Bill becoming law, a question has 
recently been raised in the London County Council as to the 
position of public bodies acquiring licensed premises under 
compulsory powers. It is stated that since the London County 
Council came into existence in the year 1889 they have 
acquired 123 licensed premises in connection with the carrying 
out of various improvements and public works. Of these they 
have abandoned no less than 121 as not being required. Of 
course they acquired these premises as licensed premises, and 
had to pay for them as such. Therefore it was the ratepayers’ 
money which was used to compensate the licence-holders for 
their loss. Under the new system compensation is to be paid 
when the renewal of a licence is refused on public grounds, but 
the compensation is to be provided by the trade. The passing 
of the Bill will no doubt send up the value of licensed premises, 
and so in carrying out improvements which involve the acquisi- 


sidered as part of the “construction” of the building, and a 
distinction was drawn between “ decoration” in the commercial 
sense, which was necessary for the completion or preservation of 
the building, and work of a purely artistic character. The judge 
came to the conclusion that in the case of a church or a theatre 
the decoration was reasonably necessary, and so far a part of 
the building asto be included in the construction of it. If the 
recommendations which may be expected from the committee 
which is now inquiring into the law relating to compensation 
for injury to workmen are adopted, a large mass of decisions will 
become valueless, and may, so far as the profession is concerned, 
be crossed through in our reports. 


In ‘rue recent inquests in Cornwall upon the bodies of Jzssix 
Rickarp and Cuaries Berryman it appeared that Berryman, 
who was a carpenter, gees | years old, had, a few days before 
his death, purchased a revolver and fifty cartridges. This fact 
may cause some doubt as to whether the Pistols Act, 1903, is 





ion of such premises, local bodies will have to pay more for 


vigorously enforced. By section 3 of that Act it is provided that 
2 
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‘‘ Tt shall be unlawful to sell by retail or by auction a pistol to 
any person, unless at the time of sale or hire such person either 
produces a gun or game licence then in force, or gives reasonable 
roof that he is a person entitled to use or carry a gun or game 
icence by virtue of section 7 of the Gun Licence Act, 1870, or 
that, being a householder, he purposes to use such pistol only in 
his own house or the curtilage thereof, or that he is about to 
proceed abroad for a period of not less than six months, and 
produces a statement to that effect signed by himself and by a 
lice officer of the district within which he resides of rank not 
era than that of inspector, or by himself and a justice of the 
peace.” We should be curious to know which of these requisi- 
tions was satisfied in the case referred to. There is strong 
ground for believing that the possession of deadly weapons is a 
direct incentive to crime, and it is important that every occasion 
should be taken to inquire into the working of a salutary enact- 
— which has recently been passed with much difficulty and 
elay. 








Reduction of Capital. 


A very interesting point as to the power of the court to sanction 
a reduction of capital has been decided by the Court of Appeal 
in Re Hoare 4 Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 559). As is well known, 
the power to sanction a reduction of capital was first introduced 
by the Companies Act, 1867, and it was held in Re Hbbw Vale 
Steel, §c., Co. (4 Ch. D. 827) that the power could only be 
exercised in a case where the reduction was to be effected by 
reducing the liability on the shares. Accordingly the Act of 
1877 provided that the power to reduce capital conferred by the 
earlier Act should “include a power to cancel any lost capital, 
or any capital unrepresented by available assets, or to pay off 
any capital which may be in excess of the wants of the com- 
pany.” The majority of applications to the court are cases in 
which it is desired to reduce the capital by cancelling lost 
capital or capital which is unrepresented by available assets, and 
it is necessary, therefore, to allege and prove that one of these 
conditions is satisfied—that is, that there is either lost capital or 
that there is capital which is unrepresented by available assets. 

To discover whether there has been a loss of capital—it 
is sufficient for the present to refer to this contingency only— 
recourse must be had to the balance-sheet, and there on 
the debit side will be found, speaking generally : (1) the amount 
of the paid-up capital; (2) the amount of the reserve fund (if 
any); and (3) the liability of the company to creditors. On the 
credit side will be found the assets of the company, namely: (1) 
the property used in its business; (2) debts due to it; and 
(3) investments. Where a reserve fund exists, this will either 
have been separately invested or will have been employed 
in the business of the company. If it has been separately 
invested, such separate investments will appear on the credit 
side. To ascertain whether the company is solvent, it is only 
necessary to see whether the assets, including any investments 
of the reserve fund, are in excess of the third item on the debit 
side—namely, the liabilities to creditors. If there is no such 
excess, then it is clear that capital and reserve fund are both gone, 
and, unless there is uncailed capital, the only resource is in 
winding-up. But, short of insolvency, the balance-sheet may 
still shew a balance on the wrong side, and then it may become 
a question how far this balance represents a loss of capital. 

If there is no reserve fund this question does not arise. The 
balance-sheet shews a loss which can only be treated as a loss of so 
much paid-up capital. But if there is a reserve fund it becomes 
@ question whether the loss must first be made good pro tanto out 
of that fund before any of the loss is attributed to capital so 
as to enable the company to obtain the sanction of the court 
to a reduction of capital. The usual course, when a company 
with a reserve fund has incurred a loss, is to make an en- 
croachment on the reserve fund. If the fund is separately in- 
vested, then investments are realized and the proceeds brought 
into the general assets; if the fund is in the business, then the 
same result is attained by simply writing down the amount of 
the reserve fund. And this is done from time to time until the 
fund is exhausted. If after that there is any further loss, then 
this must necessarily be attributed to capital. There is thus a 


a of capital, and the court has jurisdiction to sanction a redue. 
on. 

But a company, instead of sacrificing its reserve fund in this 
way, may wish to retain it in whole or in part, and to throw the 
loss in whole or in part upon capital, and it then becomes g 
question whether the resulting loss of capital is such a loss ag 
is contemplated by the Companies Act, 1877; in other words, 
whether, while the reserve fund or any part remain, it can be 
said that there is ‘‘lost capital or any capital unrepresented by 
available assets.” The second contingency can be readily 
dismissed. As long as any of the reserve fund remains, there 
are available assets, and it cannot be said that there is capital 
unrepresented by such assets. The question depends on the 
first contingency, Is there “‘ any lost capital”? But it will be 
well at this point to illustrate the matter by a short statement of 
the figures before the court in Re Hoare § Co. (Limited) (supra), 
The total capital of the company, all of which was paid up, 
amounted to £1,950,000. This consisted of £1,550,000 in 
155,000 £10 preference shares created at various times and with 
varying rights; £360,000 in 36,000 £10 preferred ordinary 
shares, and £40,000 in 4,000 £10 deferred ordinary shares, 
There was areserve fund consisting of several items which in the 
aggregate, after allowing for a charge against the fund amounted 
to £292,612. The assets of the company consisted to a large 
extent of tied public-houses, freehold and leasehold, and loans on 
the security of public-houses. In consequence of the fallin the value 
of assets of this description, the company had its breweries, publie- 
houses, and loans valued, and the result was to shew adeficit on the 
balance-sheet of £591,707. The company proposed to deal 
with this by writing £396,000 off capital—namely, the entire 
£360,000 of preferred ordinary shares, and £9 per share of the 
4,000 deferred ordinary shares—and by writing £195,707 off 
the reserve fund. This fund, it should be stated, was not 
separately invested, but was included in the general assets of the 
company. Thus after the proposed reduction of capital there 
would still remain a sum of about £100,000 to the credit of the 
reserve fund. 

Primé facie it would seem that a company cannot allege a loss 
of capital so long as it has any reserve fund. One of the 
ordinary objects of a reserve fund is to meet contingencies, and 
a loss on the profit and loss account is a contingency to which it 
is normally applicable. And this view was adopted by 
Cozens-Harpy, J., in Re Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (50 W. RB. 71; 
1900, 2 Ch. 846) as one of the grounds for refusing to sanction 
the reduction of capital proposed in that case. ‘he Barrow Cv. 
had a reserve fund of £40,000 which was to be left untouched 
while the capital was reduced. On the other hand, though the 
reserve fund is the natural source out of which losses are to be 
met, yet, as Romer, L.J., pointed out in his judgment in the 
present case, it is no part of the capital account of a company 
properly so called; that is, as we understand the judgment, in 
considering what is “capital” within the meaning of the 
Companies Act, it is not necessary to take account of a reserve 
fund. This is not capital at all; it consists of profits which the 
company have not divided, and which they are entitled to keep 
quite separate from the other assets of the company. If it had 
been so desired, they could have been distributed as dividend ; 
although not distributed, they can at any time be traus- 
ferred to the general assets to meet contingencies; but so 
long as the reserve fund is maintained and is kept separately 
represented, it has nothing to do with the “‘ capital” with which 
the court is concerned when it has to determine the question 
whether there has been a loss of capital. If in the present case 
the reserve fund had been separately invested, it would have 
been competent for the company to allege that the entire loss of 
£591,707 was a loss of capital, and the court might have sanc- 
tioned a corresponding reduction of capital, without requiring 
the company to encroach in any way on the reserve fund. And 
though this was not the exact decision in Re Hoare § Co., yet it 
seems to be implied in the judgment of Romer, L.J. 

But, in point of fact, in that case the reserve fund was not 
separately invested. As already stated, it was employed in the 
business. The court had, therefore, to deal with a balance-sheet 
in which, after satisfying liabilities to creditors, there remained 
on the debit side (1) £1,950,000 due to paid-up capital ; and (2) 





£292,612 due to reserve fund ; while the assets fell short of these 
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two sums by £591,707. It was possible to argue that in this 
deficiency the whole of the reserve fund had disappeared, and 
that it must be struck out from the balance-sheet before the 
loss of capital could be ascertained. This would have left only 
£299,095 as the loss of capital, while the company had put it 
at £396,000. It would not have been surprising had the Court 
of Appeal affirmed the decision of Bucxtzy, J., who arrived at 
this result. On the other hand, since the company were entitled 
to treat the reserve fund as separate from capital account, the 
fact that it had really no separate existence did not, in the opinion 
of the Court of Appeal, prejudice the right of the company to 
regard it as a separate fund. There were thus two distinct funds 
which the assets had to satisfy—namely, (1) paid-up capital, and 
(2) the reserve fund, and since there was a deficiency, the company 
were entitled to apportion the deficiency between them, attribut- 
ing part to capital and part to the reserve fund. This the 
company had done, though a greater part of the loss was thrown 
on the reserve fund than a strict apportionment would have 
required. The Court of Appeal, accordingly, confirmed the 
proposed reduction. The case is one of the most interesting 
that have recently occurred on companies’ accounts. 








Reviews. 


Books Received. 

Year Books of the Reign of King Edward the Third. Year 
XVIII. Edited and Translated by Luke OWEN PIkz, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. His Majesty’s Stationery Office. 

The Students’ Guide to the Principles of the Common Law. Fifth 
Edition. By CHARLES THwalIrEs, Solicitor. George Barber. 








Correspondence. 


Fees on Registration of Title. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—We should like to say that we are much obliged for your 
clear and careful discussion of the matter referred to in our letter 
appearing in your issue of the 18th instant. 

It appears to us that you are right in your conclusion; at any 
rate we hope that you are. EMANUEL, RounD, & NATHAN. 

27, Walbrook, London, E.C., June 22. 








Points to be Noted. 
Company Law. 


Winding-up—Dissolution After Contract for Sale and Before 
Conveyance.—Section 143 of the Companies Act, 1862, has often 


occasioned inconvenience. It provides that the liquidator in a 
voluntary winding up shall make a return to the Registrar of Joint 
Stock Companies of the holding of the final meeting of the company 
under section 142, and that “‘ on the expiration of three months from 
the date of the registration of such return, the company shall be 
deemed to be dissolved.”” In Re General Accident Assurance Corpora- 
tion, the corporation had agreed to sell property, including a mort- 
gage, to another company, and the liquidator received the purchase- 
money, but the company became dissolved under section 143 without 
aay transfer of the mortgage having been made. The Crown would 
not admit that the legal estate in the mortgaged property had vested 
inthe Crown. Farwell, J., did not decide this point, but he held 
that the corporation was a trustee which could “not be found” 
Within the meaning of the Trustee Act, 1893, and made an order 
vesting the right to sue for the mortgage debt, and also the 
legal estate, in the purchasing company. Buckley, J., in a 
recent case had the same point before him, but the property not 
assigned consisted of letters patent which the company had sold to 
the patentee himself. His lordship held that the legal estate had 
vested in the Crown, and that although the Crown was not bound by 
ae it could not be said that the trustee could not be found, and 
© declined to follow the decision of Farwell, J. The difficulty was 
afterwards got over by the Comptroller, under the direction of the 
Board of Trade, registering the purchaser as proprietor of the patent. 
~RE GENERAL ACCIDENT ASSURANCE CORPORATION (Farwell, J., 


[ let into immediate possession of the premises. On the 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


SELLAR ». CHARLES BRIGHT & CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 15th June. 
PracricE—CuHARGING OnpER—DepenturEs IN Company—‘‘Srock oR 

Suares ’’—R.S8.C. XLVI., 1—Jupements Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vicr. c. 110), 

s. 14. 

Appeal from an order made by Phillimore, J., in chambers. The 
plaintiff having recovered judgment against the defendants for 
£2,537 10s. 2d., obtained a charging order absolute, charging certain shares 
and debentures in a company standing in the name of a third person on 
behalf of the defendants with the payment of the amount 
due on the judgment. The defendants appealed from this order 
so far as it charged the debentures with the payment of the 
judgment debt. By 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 14, “if any person 
against whom any judgment shall have been entered up in any of 
her Majesty’s superior courts at Westminster shall have any Government 
stock, funds, or annuities, or any stock or shares of or in any public com- 
pany in England (whether incorporated or not) standing in his name, in 
his own right, or in the name of any person in trust for him, it shall be 
lawful for a judge of one of the superior courts, on the application of any 
judgment creditor, to order that such stock, funds, annuities, or shares, 
or such of them or such part thereof respectively as he shall think fit, shall 
stand charged with the payment of the amount for which such judgment 
shall have been so recovered, and interest thereon. . . .”’ 

Tue Covrr (Cottrs, M.R., and Srrrtmvc and Maruew, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, holding that the words ‘‘ stock or shares ’’ in section 14 of 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110 did not include debentures, and that therefore the charging 
order must be discharged so far as it purported to charge the debentures. 
—CovunseL, C. A. Bennett ; Alan Macpherson. Soxricrrors, Bennett § Chance ; 
W. J. Hunter. 

| Reported by W. F. Barzy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, j 


CONSTANTINIDI v. CONSTANTINIDI AND LANCE, No. 2. 8th June. 


Pracrice—Divorce—Decrer Nist—Peririon to Vary SerrreMeNntrs— 
Date or Answer—Lis PenpENS—JURISDICTION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Barnes,J. On the 10th of 
August, 1903, a decree nisi for dissolution of marriage was pronounced on 
the husband’s petition. This decree had not been made absolute. On the 
11th of March, 1904, the husband presented a petition for variation of the 
settlements made on his marriage with the respondent. On a summons 
taken out by the respondent the registrar ordered that she should have 
one month’s time from the date of the decree absolute within which to file 
her answer to the petition for variation of the settlements. Barnes, J., 
varied this order by directing that the time for delivering the answer 
should be one month from the I4th of May, 1904, the date of 
his order. The respondent appealed. 

Tue Court (VaveHan Wiciiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. ‘Their lordships were of opinion that at the date 
of the decree absolute there would be a lis pendens as to the 
settlements and nothing which was done after the decree 
absolute could oust the jurisdiction of the court to vary 
the settlements. In these circumstances the petitioner would gain 
nothing by compelling the respondents to file her answer before the 
decree absolute. The order of the registrar should be restored.—CovnszgL, 
Bargrave Deane, K.C., and Barnard ; Lawson Walton, K.C., Priestley, K.C., 
and Pike. Soxicrrons, Lewis ¢ Lewis ; Hollams, Son, Coward, § Hawkesley. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriniine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


RIDOUT v. FOWLER. No. 2. 16th June. 


Venvor AND PurcHAseR—Pvurcuaser’s Interest in Lanp—Resctission 01 
Conrract—PvrcHasER IN Possesstion—ActTion FoR Return or Deposrr 
— Compromise — JupGmMent Creprrork or Pvurcnasex — Ea@vurras_e 
Execvtion,. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. (reported, 1904, 1 Ch. 
658). On the 14th of June, 1901, the defendant agreed to sell to one 
Green, certain freehold premises for £2,850, the purchase to be completed 
on the 29th of September following. Green paid £300 deposit and was 

th of March, 

1902, the defendant gave Green formal notice, rescinding the agreement 

and forfeiting the deposit. On the 29th of May, 1902, Green commenced 

an action, Green v. Fowler, claiming return of the deposit, and the 
defendant counterclaimed for specific performance. On the Ist of July, 

1902, the plaintiff recovered judgment against Green in the King’s Bench 

Division in an action of Ridout v. Green, for £5R%and £100 and 7s. costs, and in 

August, 1902, he obtained by equitable execution an order appointing him- 

self, on giving security, receiver of the p *s interest in the land 

under the contract for sale. Heat once gave Fowler notice of this order 
and registered it under the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 

1888, and the Land Charges Act, 1900. On the 16th of January, 

1903, an order was made by consent in the action of Green v. Fowler, 

by which the contract of the 14th of June, 1901, was rescinded, 

and Green, on payment to him of £110, delivered up possession 
of the premises to Fowler. Ridout completed his security as receiver in 

May, 1903. He then brought the present action against Fowler, claimi 

a declaration that by virtue of the order of the 8th of August, 1902, an 

under the circumstances he was entitled to a lien or charge upon the 
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premises for securing payment to him of the said sum of £155 7s. and 
interest thereon at 4 per cent. per annum, from the Ist of July, 1902; and 
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he also claimed payment by the defendant of the said sum of £155 7s. and 
interest as aforesaid. Farwell, J., held that the vendor was not a trustee 
for the purchaser of the land comprised in the contract, and that the pur- 
chaser's interest under the contract was not such an interest in land as 
that the receivership order operated as a charge upon it. He also held 
that the £110 was not a part of the purchaser’s deposit for which he had 
a lien on the property, and the title of the receiver not being complete at 
the date of the compromise, he could not claim payment of the money. 
The plaintiff appealed. 

Tux Covrr (VavGHAN Witurams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. Their lordships were of opinion that Green had no 
interest in the land at the date of the compromise, and that the £110 was 
only paid to enable Fowler to recover possession without delay. In their 
opinion the judgment of Farwell, J., was quite right, and the appeal must 
be dismissed.—CovunseL, Bramwell Davis, K.C., and Crossfield; W. F. 
Webster. Souicrrors, A. Pope; Smith, Fawdon, §& Low, for H. Bone, 
Bournemouth. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuinc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re DAVID PAYNE & CO. (LIM). YOUNG v. DAVID PAYNE & CO. 
(LIM.). No.2. 18th June. 


Company—Borrowins Powrers—Uxttra Vires APPLICATION or Loan— 
Dreector or Borrowrnc Company atso Director or Lenpinc Company 
—InpvuratTion oF KNOWLEDGE. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. The liquidator in 
the winding up of the above-named company took out a summons for a 
declaration that asecond mortgage debenture for £6,250 purported to have 
been issued by that company (hereinafter called the borrowing company) 
to the Exploring Land and Minerals Co. (Limited), (hereinafter called the 
lending company) was witra vires and void, and did not constitute a charge 
on the undertaking or assets of the borrowing company. The borrowing 
company was incorporated in 1894 for the purpose of acquiring the business 
of a printers’ and stationers’ engineer and machinist, lately carried on by 
John Payne at Otley. In 1900 the borrowing company was in difficulties, 
and from that time forward until its winding up in 1902 it was financed by 
an American engineer and inventor named Johnston, who had the control 
of several companies engaged in the printing trade. In the beginning of 
1902 a scheme of amalgamation was put forward by Johnston under whicha 
new company was to be formed for the purpose of acquiring the business of 
the companies in which he was interested. Messrs. Young & Co., a firm of 
stockbrokers, were providing funds for this scheme, and Mr. Kolckmann, a 
member of the firm, had a large interést in it. On the 17th of February, 
1902, Kolckmann, who was a director of the lending company, called on 
Mr. Bourke, the chairman of that company, and said that a company 
called David Payne & Co. wanted to borrow £6,000 for thirty days, on the 
security of a mortgage debenture, and that they would pay £250 for the 
accommodation, and he suggested that the Exploring Land and Minerals 
Co. should lend the money. On the 18th of February a cheque for £6,000 
was drawn by the secretary of the lending company signed by himself and 
Kolckmann, and was sent to the solicitors of tue borrowing company. 
Shortly afterwards the debenture now in question was sent to the lending 
company. The £6,000 to the knowledge of Kolckmann was not applied to 
the purposes of the borrowing company, but was applied towards keeping 
alive the other companies under Johnston’s control pending the amalgama- 
tion. The main question upon this summons was whether the lending 
company was affected with notice that the £6,000 was not applied to the 
—— of the borrowing company. Buckley, J., held that Kolckmann’s 

owledge ought not to be imputed to the lending company, and declared 
that the lending company were entitled to hold the debenture. The 
liquidator of the borrowing company appealed. 


Tue Covert (VavcHaN Wiuiiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavucuan Wiis, L.J.—It was tirst contended that this transaction 
was ultra vires altogether; but in the face of in Re Marseilles Extension 
Railway Co. (20 W. R. 254, L. R. 7 Ch. App. 161) it is impossible to 
maintain that because the inquiry as to the knowledge of the company in 
that case would have been quite immaterial if the transaction had been 
ultra vires, in the sense that nothing could make it right. Then, it being 
necessary to prove the knowledge of the lending company that this money 
was going to be applied to an improper purpose, it is said that Kolckmann 
knew, that he was a director of the lending company, and that ashe knew 
it must be taken that the company knew. At the moment when 
Kolekmann became aware that the money was intended to be applied for 

8 ultra vires the borrowing company, Kolckmann, though a director 
of the lending company, did not purport to act as such director. But it 
is said that it was not necessary that the agent should have acquired the 
knowledge at the time he was acting as agent, that it was sufficient that he 
afterwards acted as agent in respect of such a matter, and that it became 
his duty to communicate tothe company for which he was acting all the 
knowledge he had acquired; and Bradley v. Riches (26 W. R. 810, 
9 Ch. D. 189) and Kettlewell v. Watson (32 W. R. 865, 26 Ch. D. 501) were 
relied on. I agree, but those cases have no application to the present case 
because at the moment when Kolckmann began to act on behalf of the 
lending company there was no obligation on the part of the lending 
company to inquire for what purpose the borrowed money was going to be 
used, and there was no obligation on Kolckmann to receive any such 
information. This is in accordance with the decision in Re Hampshire 
Land (Co. (45 W. R. 136; 1896, 2 Ch. 743). In the circumstances 
of the case I can see no ground for imputing Kolckmann’s know- 
ledge to the company. With regard to Davis’s case (L. R. 12 Eq. 516) the 
report is not very precise, but if that case is really an authority for the 
proposition that the borrowing of money within the borrowing powers of 





a company to be applied for purposes not authorized by the memorandum 
of association is a wholly invalid transaction, and the security given to a 
lender is a nullity merely because there was an intention on the part of the 
borrowing company so to apply the money, although the lender might 
have no knowledge that the money was to be applied for an improper 
purpose, I think that Davis’s case cannot be reconciled with the Marsetlles 
case and the later authorities. 

Romer and Cozens-Harvy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Nepean ; Upjohn, K.C., and Jessel, 
Soxicrrors, Blundell, Gordon, § Co.; Willis §& Willis. 

{Reported by J. I. Sriztine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


AYRE ». SKELSEY’S ADAMANT CEMENT CO. AND OTHERS. 
Kekewich, J. 10th, 13th, 14th, 15th June. 


Company—AnrrTIcLEs oF AssocrATION—CREATION oF COaprraAL—IssvE op 
PREFERENCE SHARES—ALTERATION OF ARTICLES—SpectaL Resotvrion— 
Invatipity or ArricLe—Companres Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), 
ss. 50, 51. 


The defendant company was incorporated on the Ist of January, 1890, 
with a capital of £50,000 divided into 5,000 shares of £10 each, of which 
£8 was credited as paid up. The following clauses of the articles of 
association are material: Clause 1. ‘‘ The regulations contained in Table 
A of the first schedule to the Companies Act, 1862, shall apply except 
as modified by these articles.’’ Clause 4. ‘‘ That these articles shall not be 
altered, excluded, or added to, nor shall the capital of the company be 
increased or reduced, or any shares issued with any preference priority 
or special advantage, nor shall any regulation or resolution be 
made or passed restricting or interfering with the powers and 
discretion of the directors, or removing any directors, except by a 
resolution passed by a majority of the members of the company present 
personally or by proxy at a general meeting of shareholders duly convened, 
and which majority shall hold not less than four-fifths of the capital of 
the company for the time being.’”’ Clause 13. ‘‘ Article 26 of Table A 
shall apply as modified by clause 4 of these articles.’’ At two extra- 
ordinary general meetings held on the 20th of January and the 11th of 
February, 1896, a special resolution was passed and confirmed that, not- 
withstanding the provisions of the articles of association, the capital of the 
company be increased to £60,000 by the issue of 20,000 new shares of ten 
shillings each to be called preference shares, and to which there shall be 
attached certain special rights and privileges. There were present at both 
these meetings only three directors holding 1,127 shares between them; 
there were also present a proxy in respect of 2,700 shares. These 3,827 
shares were less than four-fifths of the share capital of the defendant 
company, which is the majority required by clause 4 of the articles to 
carry such a resolution. One person present, although he held no proxy, 
affected to vote fur his brother, the holder of 573 shares. The directors 
subsequently issued 13,700 of the preference shares chiefly to them- 
selves. The plaintiffs claimed a declaration that the said resolution 
was invalid and inoperative, and that the shares were not validly 
issued, and that they should be delivered up and cancelled. For 
the plaintiffs it was argued that the directors had not acted with 
bona fides in the matter, but from a desire to benefit themselves. The 
resolution was not validly passed as it was not carried by the majority of 
four-fifths of the capital required by article 4, and that the proxies could 
not be counted because there was no poll. In order to increase the 
capital under section 12 of the Companies Act, 1862, there must be 
authority for that purpose in the regulations as originally framed or they 
must be altered to give authority. In the present case article 4 gave the 
necessary authority, but there was a limitation that it was to be carried 
out in a special way. If this was to be avoided, the article must first be 
altered and then the preference shares could be issued, but this could not 
be done in one operation: see the first decision in Hutton v. Scarborough Clif 
Hotel Co. (2 Dr. & Sm. 514), approved of by Lindley, L.J., in Andrews v. Gas 
Meter Co. (1897, 1 Ch., at p. 368); see also Re Patent Invert Sugar Co. (31 
Ch. D. 166) and Imperial Hydropathie Co., Blackpool v. Hampson (23 Ch. D. 1). 
Although that portion of article 4 which provides that the articles shall 
not be altered except by a four-fifths majority may be invalid, the article 
is valid so’ far as it deals with the increase of capital and the issue of 
preference shares. For the defendants it was contended that the directors 
acted bond fide both in the creation and issue of the preference shares, a 
the company was in a very critical condition. The resolution was 
in accordance with clause 4, which required that the majority must 
consist of a certain proportion of the capital, and therefore the shares of 
those present must be looked at, and the proxies also be taken into 
account. The declaration of the chairman that the resolution was passed 
was conclusive, and the court would not subsequently inquire into the 
number of votes recorded: Re Gold Co. (11 Ch. D. 701; 48 L. J. Ch. 281), 
Re Hadleigh Castle Gold Mines (1900, 2 Cn. 419), Arnot v. United African 
Lands (Limited) (1901, 1 Ch. 518). The question is, has section 51 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, been complied with? If it has been, it is immaterial 
that article 4 has not been complied with. Article 4, in requiring 4 
majority of four-fifths of the capital to foes this resolution is ultra owe 
and invalid : Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa (Limited) (1900, 1 Ch. 656, 
at pp. 671,676), Re Peveril Gold Mines (Limited) (1898, 1 Ch. 122). Itis not 
necessary to go through the form of having two special meetings to vary 
the articles and then two more special meetings to issue the shares, but it 
can be done uno flatu ; Campbell’s case(L. R. 9 Oh. 1), Taylor v. Pilson Joel 
Electric Light Co. (27 Ch. D. 268). 

Kexewicn, J., held that there was no evidence that the directors acted 
otherwise than with sona fides both as to the creation and the issue 
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of the preference shares, and continued: I turn to another question 
which arises upon clause 4 of the articles. It provides that certain things 
shall not be done except by a resolution carried in a certain manner, 
The articles cannot be altered, nor the capital increased, nor preference 
shares issued unless there has been a meeting duly convened and a resolu- 
tion passed by a majority of the members present or by proxy holding not 
jess than four-fifths of the capital. The form of the clause is entirely 
different from the form of section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, which 
defines that a resolution shall be deemed to be special whenever a resolu- 
has been passed by a majority of not less than three-fourths of members 
present in person or by proxy but on a show of hands the proxies cannot 
be taken into account. But the draughtsman of clause 4 intended some- 
thing entirely different: not only is there to be an absolute majority, but 
the resolution is only to be carried if the majority hold not less than four- 
fifths of the capital. There seems to be an express provision that 
the majority shall be ascertained. That being so, I have to consider 
asa question of fact whether at the meeting of the 20th of January, 1896, 
there were present members voting either in person or by proxy holding 
not less than four-fifths of the capital. Upon the evidence I find that the 
resolution for the creation of the preference shares was not passed by the 
necessary four-fifths majority required by clause 4. Then it is said that 
the declaration of the chairman that the resolution was carried is conclusive, 
and that I cannot go into the question of the number of votes recorded. 
I think that is so with reference to resolutions passed in accordance with 
section 51. But the answer is that this is nota resolution passed in accord - 
ance with section 51. It cannot be both within this section and also within 
cause 4 of the articles, which requires a four-fifths majority. Therefore I 
hold that the declaration of the chairman that this resolution was carried 
is not conclusive. Now I must consider the effect of clause 4, which 
prohibits a number of things being done except by a resolution passed by 
afour-fifths majority. Is thatarticle valid or is it ultra vires? It seemsto 
me itmust be invalid. In Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa (Limited) (1900, 1 
Ch. 656) Lindley, M.R., at p. 671, said: ‘*The articles of a company pre- 
scribe the regulations binding on its members: Companies Act, 1862, s. 14. 
They have the effect of a contract (see section 16), but the exact nature of 
this contract is even now very difficult to define. Be its nature what it 
may, the company is empowered by statute to alter the regulations 
contained in its articles from time to time by special resolutions (sections 
50 and 52); and any regulation or article purporting to deprive the 
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mind not so found, was sued in a representative capacity. By her defence, 
delivered by her ian ad litem, she made noclaim to any beneficial 
interest in the property, and submitted to the judgment of the court. 
There was no dispute as to the facts, and all the competent parties had 
agreed to the evidence at the trial being taken by affidavit instead of 
orally. The guardian ad litem asked that he might be at liberty, on behalf 
of the person;of unsound mind, to consent to this course. Ord. 37, r. 1, 
provides that, unless otherwise » Witnesses are to be examined vivd 
voce. Under ord. 16, r. 21, in causes to which an infant or person of 
unsound mind is a party, any consent as to themode of taking evidenceshall, 
if given with the consent of a court ora judge, by the person acting on bahalf 
of the person under disability, lave the same force asif such person were under 
no disability and had given such consent. Similar applications had been 
made by guardians of infant defendants in Knatchbull v. Fowle (1 Ch. D. 
604) and Fryer v. Wiseman (24 W. R. 205), and in each case it had been 
held that the guardian might consent without asking the leave of the court. 
Those were decisions under rule 24 of the order of 1861, which is substan- 
tially the same as ord. 16, r. 21. The Annual Practice (vol. 1, pp. 182, 
501) treats them as authorities for the proposition that under the present 
rules no order of the court is necessary. 

Buck.ry, J., said that in Fryer v. Wiseman it was clear that the attention 
of Hall, V.C., was drawn to rule 21 of 1864, which was identical with the 
present ord. 16, r. 21, and yet that he had held that the guardian ad litem 
of an infant defendant had authority, without the sanction of the court, to 
consent to evidence being taken on affidavit. In Knatchbullv. Fow/e, Jessel, 
M.R., said the same, the only feature distinguishing that case from the 
other being that it was not distinctly stated that the rule corresponding to 
ord. 16, r. 21, was referred to. He had, therefore, nothing todo but to 
follow those two cases. It was clearly and correctly stated in the Annual 
Practice what the present practice was based on those two cases. If 
any change was to be made, it must be by the Court of Appeal dealing 
with them. He would not, therefore, give any sanction to the guardian 
ad litem consenting to the taking of evidence by affidavit, as, in his opinion, 
such sanction was quite unnecessary.—CovunseL, J. H. Gregson; W. R. 
Sheldon. Souicrtors, Beckingsale, Greenwood, Tucker, § Cross, for Tyndall 
$ Co., Birmingham; Wood, Bigg, § Nash, for James § Snow, Exeter. 

Reported by H. L. Oruistox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law]. 


Re CLIFTON’S PATENT, NO. 22,116 of 1900. Buckley, J. 2ist June, 
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court. Counsel appeared for both parties and asked for the order. 


statutory restrictions, and any regulations which attempted to evade the 


Bucxiey, J.—The respondent consents, and I make the order. The 
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statute provides that the capital may be increased in a different way, the | brought in chambers instead of in court, and that course was adopted 
statute must prevail and no effect be given to the article. Therefore I hold | because of the observations of Joyce, J., in the case of Re Scott’s Patent (20 

Rep. Pat. Cas. 604), where he was supposed to have stated that that course 
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it tocome on in court. Certain matters such as those which relate to sums 
under £1,000 can be heard in chambers. Primd facie a petition is a matter 


section 51 this resolution must be passed by a majority of three-fourths of . ee ~ “ = “ 
persons present. The resolution which was passed and confirmed in this | Which should be adjudicated upon in open court. A petition for revocation 
case was a special resolution within section 51, and the creation of the | of letters patent is a proceeding under statute, and should be heard in court 

and not in the way that applications made in chambers are heard.— 


preference shares is therefore valid. It is said that this case was a good 
attempt to alter the articles and to issue the shares uno flatu. It is 
unnecessary to decide this point, but my view is that the articles would 
have to be altered first before a resolution creating the preference shares 
could be passed, and that it could not be done uno flatu.—Covnset, Sir 
R. T. Reid, K.0., M.P., P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and R. J. Parker, for the 
Plaintiffs; Rufus Isaacs, K.C., Stewart Smith, K.C., and EB. W. Martelli, 
for the defendants. Soxicrrors, Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley, for 
the plaintiffs ; Rollit & Sons, for Locking § Holdich, Hull, for the defendant. 


[Reported by R. F. Srunstne, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Counset, J. W. Gordon. Soxscrrors, Baker, Baker, § Co. ; Nelson, Bristowe, 
§ Carpmael. 


{Reported by Nevittx Txssurr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 
PORTER v. MOORE. Swinfen Eady, J. 17th, 18th, and 20th June. 
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X. did by letter dated the 4th of May, and also asked permission to call on 
Dr. Moore, one of the trustees, for the purpose of obtaining a declaration 
as to Cordingly’s identity. In reply Mr. Parker granted such permission, 
but repeated the refusal of Platt in regard to the memorandum. X. there- 
upon sent his managing clerk to Dr. Moore’s house accompanied by 
Cordingly and a commissioner for oaths, and the doctor made a declara- 
tion as to identity. The clerk then laid before him a memorandum in the | 
following terms: ‘‘ We have not received notice nor are we aware that | 
Edward Cordingly, a son of Mary Cordingly, has assigned, settled, 
charged, or otherwise incumbered the share and interest appointed 
to him of and in the sum of £6,000, to which the children of 
the said Mary Oordingly are entitled under the will of Thomas 
Nield, of which we are the present trustees.’’ The evidence of 
the clerk and of the doctor as to what then took place at the 
interview was conflicting. Cordingly was not called at the trial, 
having returned to Canada, and the commissioner, the only other person 
present, had no clear recollection of the facts. The judge, however, held 
that Dr. Moore had hesitated to sign the memorandum, and had expressed 
a wish to consult his solicitors, and that it was only on the clerk misinforming | 
him that Messrs. Parker & Ayre had been approached and had given their 
consent, that he signed the memorandum. This document bore date the | 
7th of May, 1900, and was subsequently signed by Mr. Howe, the other 
trustee, since deceased. On the day after this interview X. applied to 
Messrs. Parker & Ayre for a list of their charges, and asked them for a 
written statement that they had received no notice of any dealings with 
Cordingly’s interest. This they refused to give, but expressed the opinion 
that no charge existed; the mortgage was then completed. In 1901, it was 
discovered that Mary Cordingly had in 1890 appointed to her son Edward 
a sum of £1,400 out of the £6,000—a fact which she appeared to have 
forgotten when she made her will—and that Edward had mortgaged that 
sum in the same year to a Mr. Whitla, and that notice of this charge 
had been formally given to both the trustees, who had appar- 
ently forgotten all about the matter. It was decided, on petition 
to the Palatine Court of Lancaster, that Edward Cordingly’s in- 
terest in the capitai under the two appointments was only £2,000, 
and this, after paying off Whitla’s mortgage, left only about £600 to meet 
the plaintiff’s loan of £1,500. Cordingly was out of the jurisdiction, and 
was believed to be a person of no means. Under these circumstances, the 
question at issue was whether the defendants were estopped by the 
document of the 7th of May, 1900, from setting up the prior charge as a 
defence to the plaintiffs’ claim, or whether the circumstances under which 
the document was obtained precluded its use as an estoppel. 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the above facts, and observing that the 
document was plain and unambiguous, said it was singular that X., when 
he asked the solicitors on the 8th of May to give him a statement that they 
had received no notice of incumbrance, should have said nothing about the 
memorandum obtained from the trustees. It was also extraordinary that 
he should have completed, in view of the reply he received from Messrs. 
Parker & Ayre. All the parties seemed to have forgotten about the 
mortgage of 1890, and they must have confused one brother with the 
other. The case only shewed what care should be taken by trustees when 
asked to sign such a memorandum, and how imprudent it was to do so 
without careful examination of the trust papers, which in this case extended 
over forty years. The question was whether the document could be relied 
on as an estoppel, having regard to the circumstances under which it was 
obtained. His lordship cited the remarks of Lord Brampton in White- 
church v. Cavanagh (50 W. R. 218; 1902, A. C. 117, 145) and of Kay, L.J., 
in Low v. Bouverie (40 W. R. 50; 1891, 3 Ch. 82, 113), and said that in his 
opinion if Dr. Moore had been told by X.’s clerk what the solicitors had 
said with regard to advising trustees he would never have signed. A 
document so obtained was one which no reasonable person would rely on, 
and the circumstances down to completion were such as to estop the 
plaintiffs from praying it in aid. The case as regarded Mr. Howe was 
somewhat different from that of Dr. Moore, but his lordship was satisfied 
on the evidence that the former had signed in great haste, without due 
consideration or proper explanation, and in reliance on the fact that his 
co-trustee’s signature was already obtained. Action dismissed.—Covnsrt, 
Ewe, K.C., and A. Grant; Maenaghten, K.C., and Muir Mackenzie; T. C. 
Eastwood. Soricrrors, R. Scholes, Manchester; Grant, Buleraig, & Co., for 
Parker §& Ayre, Manchester ; Ry/lance § Sons, Manchester. 

| Reported by R. Hinz, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
GWENDOLEN LAND SOCIETY v. WICKS. Div. Court. 20th June. 


InpvusTRIAL AND Provipent Societies Act, 1893, s. 23 (1.)—ARREARS AND 
Fives—‘‘ Dest’? Incurrep ny Memper to Socrery—Ricur to Sur in 
County Court Arrer Derntor Crasep To BE A Member. 


Appeal by the defendant from the judgment of the judge of the 
Leicester County Court in an action by the Gwendolen Land Society, a 
society registered under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, 
to recover from the defendant, who had ceased to be a member, the sum 
of £136 for arrears and fines alleged to have become payable to the society 
from him during the time he was a member. At the trial the county 
court judge entered judgment for the plaintiffs for £95. The defendant 
appealed on the ground that, having ceased to be a member of the society, 
the action was not maintainable under section 23 (i.) of the Industrial 
and Provident Societies Act, 1893, which provides for the recovery of 
money due from a member to a society as a debt that could be sued for 
either in the county court of the district in which the office of the society 
was registered and situated, or in that of the district in which the member 





—— 


resided. It was further argued that having regard to the sum Claimed the 
action did not lie in the county court. 

Tue Court (Kexnepy and Darite, JJ.) held that the fact of the 
defendant having ceased to be a member of the society did not affect the 
right of the society to sue the defendant under section 23 (i.) of the Act 
of 1893, and they dismissed the appeal with costs.—Covnszt, Neilson « 
Marriott. Soicrrors, Stileman § Neate for Latham & New, Melton Mowbray ; 
Bennett § Ferris for Bray § Prite, Leicester. ‘ 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





New Orders, &c. 
The Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 


(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62.) 

Pursuant to section 2 of the ‘Colonial Stock Act, 1900,’’ the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under. 
mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom, 

Natal. 

3% per cent. Consolidated Stock (1934-1944), 

The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section 2, of the “ Trustee 
Act, 1893,’’ apply to the above Stock (see ‘‘ Colonial Stock Act, 1900,” 
section 2). 

Treasury Chambers, 8.W., 18th June, 1904. 














Law Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
ANNIVERSARY FEstTIvat. 

The-forty-fourth anniversary festival of this association was held at the 
Albion Hotel, Aldersgate Street, Mr. H. Horzanp Burne presiding. 
The guests included the Bishop of Bristol, Lord Davey, Mr. Gray Hill 
(President of the Law Society), Mr. Thomas Rawle (Vice-President of 
the Law Society), Mr. R. W. Tweedie (chairman of the board of 
directors), Mr. A. Wightman, J.P., Mr. Bourchier F. Hawksley, Mr. ', 
Martin Hull (president of the Liverpool Law Society), Mr. F. A. Bosan- 
quet, K.C. (Common Serjeant), Mr. Gerald Sturt, Mr. Robert L. Hunter, 
Mr. C, J. Blagg, Mr. W. Mulholland, K.C. Mr. Augustus Helder, M.P., 
Mr. R. Ells Cunliffe, Mr. F. Blandy, Mr. W. J. Kaye, Mr. Samuel Saw 
(president of the Kent Law Society), and Mr. C. G. May. After the 
usual loyal toasts, 

The CHAIRMAN proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to attend it.’’ He 
observed that on previous occasions the history of the society had been 
so ably chronicled that he did not propose again to refer to the subject. 
He would only say that the association relied exclusively upon solicitors 
for its support, and therefore all those who gained their livelihood by 
the practice of the profession ought to support it liberally according to 
their means. Relief was granted by the association to distressed solici- 
tors, their widows, and families, whether they were or had been members 
of the society by subscribing to its funds or not, and he thought it must 
be evident to all solicitors who were in a position to do so, and who 
were not from their successes in their profession likely to come upon the 
funds, that it was their duty to assist, and so to help their less 
fortunate brethren. Certainly those who subscribed must always do 80 
with the object or relieving their poor brethren rather than from any 
expectation of reaping any benefit for themselves. He had _ been 
honoured by having a seat on the board of directors for many years, and 
he had been very much struck with the very great difficulty which had 
been experienced in realising the actual circumstances of the different 
cases which came before them. This was particularly the case so far 
as London was concerned. In the country the applicants were very 
much more scattered, and the probability was that each applicant was 
well known in the locality to which he belonged, and consequently in- 
vestigation in each case was very much more easy and satisfactory than 
in a very large and populous place such as London. He wished, 
therefore, to impress upon those members who were asked to recom- 
mend cases that they should be very careful, and that they should, if 
possible, personally investigate the claims of those cases, for the board 
naturally attached very great weight to the names of those who recom 
mended cases for their consideration. He thought that cases should not 
be recommended lightly or on imperfect knowledge. Mr. Rawle, who 
was chairman at the festival last year, had traced most lucidly and 
accurately the great increase in the grants whigh had been made yearly 
to applicants. He (the chairman) regretted, though not, of course, on 
account of the amount of relief given, that the expenditure exceede 
the actual income of the charity. For the first time, he believed, since 
the association was founded, the banking account had beon overdrawn. 
If, therefore, matters went on in the same way there could be but one 
result, namely, that it would become necessary to sell a proportion 
the invested funds—there would be no other alternative. He could not 
but think that the policy of increasing the amounts granted had gone 
far enough, for if a reduction of the invested funds became known to 
the members of the profession, those who contemplated leaving legacies 
to the association—and those members who did so were generally very 





prudent pérsons—it would be a very serious discouragement to them, 
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— 
for they would not like the idea that those legacies would be immedi- 
ately dissipated, even though it should be with a charitable object. It 
seemed to be the fashion on all sides to run into debt—municipal cor- 
rations and the colonies and foreign countries, and, getting nearer 
home, clubs and hospitals and almost all charities, exceeded their income. 
At present the association was in a very satisfactory condition, having 
solid invested capital at its back, and it might well set an example of 
rudent management to other charities. He should be very sorry if its 
expenditure were so increased that it habitually exceeded its income, 
for gradually it would lapse into that condition into which so many 
charities had fallen of literally living from hand to mouth. He trusted 
he might be forgiven for referring to the contribution which he intended 
to make, but he wished, in making it, that one half of the contribution 
should be added to the invested funds and the other half utilised as 
ordinary income. In conclusion, he would appeal most earnestly to those 
present to contribute to the funds of the association that relief might 
be given to distressed solicitors, and when they had passed away, to their 
widows and families according to their circumstances and wants. 

Mr. Bourcuter F. Hawksiry proposed the health of ‘‘The Lords 
Spiritual and Temporal,”’ observing that this toast at the ban- 
quets of the association was absolutely unique. He had- had 
the honour of having the Bishop of _ Bristol’s son as 
one of his pupils in Mincing-lane, and if he had not gone 
west, Charley Brown ought to have been at the table to-night. It 
was many years since he (Mr. Hawksley) had gone to a consultation, or 
rather a conference, in Lincoln’s-inn. He had gone to the consultation 
with a natural timidity, knowing he was before a great leader; but that 
great leader set him at ease by taking out his cigar case and asking, 
“Do you mind if I smoke?’’ He said, ‘“‘A few years ago it would have 
been an impossibility, but the custom of smoking in chambers was intro- 
duced by a very eminent counsel who came from across the water, Mr. 
Benjamin.’’ In those days Mr. Davey was- working week in and week 
out, praying, no doubt, for a long vacation to come, and in later days 
nothing but kindness was ever experienced by the youngest practitioner 
who came before him. He felt that it was really a great honour to be 
able to couple with the toast the name of Lord Davey. 

The Bishop of Bristor, in responding, observed that he was articled 
to his father, who was a proctor in the ecclesiastical court at York, 
with the view of becoming an advocate there, but he was a lawyer spoilt. 
Lord Davey and he represented the most ancient and the most modern 
tenures in the House of Lords. The oldest lay peerage dated from 1209, 
lord Clifton, but a very considerable number of the tenures of the Lord 
Bishops dated from the year 650 and one before 600. Even he, who 
only dated from Henry VIII. as Bishop of Bristol, was in the proud 
position of having only twenty-six hereditary peers senior to himself, 
whereas the tenure of Lord Davey was the most recent of all tenures. 
Another curious relation between them was that they were the only per- 
sons who were there by selection. He asserted that the House of Lords 
endeavoured, under all circumstances, to do its duty. 

Lord Davey also responded. He observed that neither the Bishop of 
Bristol nor he sinned by holding hereditary peerages. They would 
neither of them impose any foolish persons upon the country as legislators 
when they passed away, and therefore they were the only class of peers 
whose existence even the most extreme Radical might justify. He 
thought that the House of Lords performed at the present time a most 
useful function in the country. If he was to measure the usefulness and 
activity of the House of Lords by the number and variety of the subjects 
which were ventilated within its walls it would occupy a high position. 
On the previous day they were discussing the claims of art, and some of 
the members expressed their opinions on art and the shortcomings of 
the Royal Academy. When they had exhausted that subject they had 
embarked upon an entirely new subject, which was also of some interest 
inthe country, the proper organisation of the volunteer forces. The day 
before they had discussed the conditions of black labour in the Trans- 
vaal, and from the variety of subjects dealt with he claimed that they 
were entitled to a large measure of consideration. He thought that the 
House of Lords rendered a great service in that it was a place where men 
competent to talk on the subject under discussion, men not only of 
education, but men of trained intelligence in the particular subject, were 
able to discuss these questions and contribute to the formation of public 
opinion which was so valuable in the public life of the country. The 
business of the House of Lords with whick he was more intimately 


acquainted was the judicial business. It was not for him to say whether: 


the House of Lords, as the supreme Court of Appeal of the United 
Kingdom, enjoyed the confidence of the country. If he was to draw any 
inference from the number of cases which came before it, he should say 
it did, It was becoming rather a serious matter, because the House of 
Lords could not divide itself into chambers, but must hear all cases as 
they came on in turn. The judicial business of the House of Lords was 
rather of a peculiar character. An appeal to the House of Lords, as all 
present knew, was rather an expensive proceeding, but he ventured to 
say, without any disparagement to any other court, and without in 
pirticular saying ‘one word which could materially affect their confidence 
either in the Court of Appeal in England or the Court of Sessions in 
Scotland or the Court of Appeal in Ireland, that the cases which came 
hefore it—whether it decided rightly or wrongly was another matter 

did receive a careful, patient. anxious consideration which was not ex- 
ceeded in anv other court in the kingdom. Of course he did not pretend 
to say that it was alwavs right, but at least he thought he might claim 
credit for a careful and anxious consideration of the arguments which 
were addressed to it. He had known the House of Lords hefore he was 
& Member of it, from arguments at the bar, and he could only say— 





looking at it both as a member of it and also as one who had spent a 
large portion of his professional life in arguing at the bar of the House 
of Lords—that there was no more satisfactory tribunal in the country 
than the House of Lords sitting for judicial business. That it was 
capable of being strengthened he did not doubt, that there were eminent 
men at the bar who would add great strength to it, men superior, prob- 
ably, to the present members who conducted the business, he did not 
doubt: But he would only add this, that he was glad to say, from his 
experience of the learned counsel who argued before it, that he was quite 
sure of the tribunals of the country, including the House of Lords, that 
when the present persons who transacted the judicial business of those 
tribunals passed away, there were plenty of men coming on who would 
at least equal, and probably exceed, those who transacted the judicial 
business at present in ability and every quality which adorned the 
judicial mind. 

The Secretary (Mr. J. ‘I. Scott) announced subscriptions and dona- 
tions amounting to £1,122 15s., amongst which were: The Chairman, 
£210; Sir George Lewis, £100; Mr. Arthur Wightman (Sheffield), £105 ; 
Mr. John Foster, £100; Sir John Hollams, £52 10s.; Mr. J. W. Howlett 
(Brighton), £31 10s.; Mr. Hy. Atlee, £21; Mr. Gray Hill, £21; Mr. 
Thos. Rawle, £10 10s.; Mr. Hy. Manisty, £10 10s.; Mr. R. W. ‘Tweedie, 
£10 10s.; Mr. R. 8. Taylor, £10 10s., and Mr. W. G. King, £10 10s. 

Mr. CHaries J. Biace (Cheadle) submitted the toast ‘‘The Law 
Societies of England and Wales.’’ He observed that the Law Society, 
whilst it might be described as the terror of evildoers, might be also 
described as the friend of those that did well. A great deal was heard 
of those few cases of erring solicitors who came before the public in the 
press and in other ways. The duty of the Law Society with respect 
to these cases must be extremely painful; but he asserted that the cases 
of black sheep in the profession would compare favourably with the black 
sheep in other professions. It should be remembered that there were 
about 16,3500 solicitors in England and Wales, and he believed he might 
say that only about one in 1,000 of those solicitors was brought before 
the courts for improper practices. It ought, in fairness, to be remem- 
bered what extraordinary opportunities and what extraordinary tempta- 
tions came in the way of the solicitor. One was reminded of the saying 
of Lord Clive, when he was charged with making too good use of his 
opportunities in India, and he said, ‘‘My Lord, when I think of the 
opportunities I had I am perfectly astonished at my own moderation.”’ 
Although he did not for one moment attempt to apologise for or to 
extenuate any malpractice by any members of the profession, he was 
bound to ask that it should be remembered first of all how very small 
a proportion were guilty of these frauds. There were about 999 white 
sheep for every black one in the profession. The duties performed by the 
Law Society in this respect were by no means their sole duties. They 
did a very important work in connection with the legal education of 
young ‘solicitors. It also did work in connection with legislation which 
affected the interest of the profession in every way, and 
taking into consideration all the work the Law Society were 
doing and had done; it deserved grateful recognition at the 
hands of solicitors. He remembered the time, many years 
ago, when it was rather the fashion amongst the younger members 
of the profession to say that the Council of the Law Society were a set 
of antiquated old fossils, and that they were not exactly up to date, and 
wanted new blood, but if there was ever any truth in that statement, 
he believed they would all agree that the Council was now very much up 
to date indeed, and were doing very admirable and useful work. With 
regard to the association, he said it was the duty of those who had been 
successful to do what they could for those who had been less fortunate, 
who might have been overtaken by sickness or misfortune or some kind. 
He must say one word in recognition of the admirable services the 
secretary had always rendered to the association. They were very much 
indebted to him for the excellent work he did, and for the zeal he showed 
in the cause, and the admirable organisation he brought to bear upon 
everything connected with it. 

Mr. Gray Hitx (President of the Law Society) returned thanks. He 
said that eighteen or nineteen years ago, after a long apprenticeship in 
the Liverpool Law Society, he became its president, and after a long 
apprenticeship on the Council of the Law Society, he was very proud 
to be its president to-day. The country societies had not followed, but 
had preceded, the Law Society. There were some—he thought Liverpool 
was amongst the number, and he thought Manchester also—which were 
older than the great Law Society which now counted 8,000 and odd 
But with regard to the Law Society the history was some- 
what interesting and curious. The Law Society had great disadvantages 
in regard to organisation in comparison with the bar. Every member 
of the bar must be perforce a member of his own Inn of Court. The 
Inns of Court had great establishments and fevenues which the Law 
Society did not enjoy, but, on the other hand, the Inns of Court were 
governed by oligarchs, the benchers. On the other hand, the 
Law Society was a voluntary society. It has the advantage of being 
voluntary; it was a democratic society, for every man had one vote. 
Seventy-five or eighty years ago some astute members of the profession 
saw the necessity of gathering together in London, for at that time com- 
munication in the country was so bad that the country could not well 
be considered. Their object was to gather together in London the 
profession as far as possible into a common band. They began, he 
thought, with 233 members. They had in 1831 a library of 1,000 books. 
To-day they had 8,000 members, and they had 40,000 volumes; and the 
new building, finished at last, afforded every convenience which could 


members. 





reasonably be reauired for the accommodation of the profession. But 
there were 16,300 solicitors. Why were only 8,000 members of the 
























































































































576 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 25, 1904. 








society? What extraordinary apathy was it which prevented the remainder 
of the solicitors from coming to help the society in working for the 
benefit of the profession and the public, for the society did a great work 
for both. What he wanted to see was that kind of brotherhood which 
was created amongst the benevolent members of the profession by the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. He wanted to see that brotherhood 
extended to the whole of the profession by the Law Society, and as long 
as he was able to do anything on the subject he would do his best to 
induce solicitors to see the necessity of joining the society. 

Mr. R. W. Tweepre (chairman of the board of directors) proposed the 
health of the chairman. With regard to the chairman’s remarks as to 
the account being overdrawn, he felt the rebuke, as he was more or less 
in the swim with the directors. There had never been any rule as to 
investing the income. Therefore the donations given at these festivals 
had never been really earmarked as capital or income. A certain part 
was invested, and when it was said the account was overdrawn it did 
not mean that in the usual sense. He, however, strongly advocated in- 
vesting all legacies and a certain proportion of the amount given at these 
annual festivals. ; 

The CHARMAN, in returning thanks, referred to the services rendered 
to the association by Mr. Scott, the secretary, who devoted sincere 
attention to its affairs. 

A programme of sangs and recitations was excellently rendered by the 
Misses McLeod. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


LEcTURESHIP AND ScHOLARSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL Law. 


The Council desires to draw the attention of members of the society, 
articled clerks, and the public to the following particulars: 

1, The first course of four lectures on the above foundation will be 
delivered by Professor Thomas Erskine Holland, K.C., Chichele Professor 
of International Law and Diplomacy in the University of Oxford, on the 
Ist, 5th, 8th, and 12th of July (Fridays and Tuesdays), at the Society’s 
Hall (entrance in Bell-yard), at 5.30 p.m. Subject: Zhe Laws of War. 

2. A scholarship, value £50, tenable for one year, will be awarded in 
the month of October after an examination in the subject of the course. 
The successful candidate will receive half the emoluments of his scholar- 
ship on election, and the other on giving proof that he has, for the period 
of one year since his election, devoted a substantial part of his time to the 
intelligent study of some branch of International Law. 
may take the form of a published work, a thesis, an essay, or other form 
approved by the Council. 

3. The lectures will be open, without fee; but the scholarship can be 
competed for only by articled clerks and solicitors not exceeding five years’ 
standing from admission on the Ist of July prox. Intending candidates 
should give notice of their intention to compete to the Principal, as soon 
as possible ; and sign their names after each lecture in a book which will 
be provided for the purpose. E. W. Wiitramson, Secretary. 








The Land Registry. 


In June, 1903, a petition was presented to Parliament by Earl Percy, 
praying for an inquiry into the working of the system of compulsory 
registration of title that had since the Ist of January, 1899, been on trial 
experimentally in the County of London. The petition was sealed by 
eighteen of the metropolitan borough councils, representing a total 
population of over 2,650,000 and a rateable value of over £25,000,000— 
about 63 per cent. of the total rateable value of the whole County of 
London. 

The inquiry asked for not having been granted, the Kensington Council 
who initiated the movement, have now, throngh a soaaitan dean the 
town clerk to communicate with the members of Parliament representing 
the metropolitan constituencies in order to ascertain if they are in favour 
of an mquiry. The memorandum annexed, giving a summary of the 
reasons in support of the council’s views, has also been sent to the 
members. The memorandum is as follows: 


THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON. 
Tue Lanp Transrer Acts, 1875 axp 1897, 
Summary of Reasons in favour of an immediate inquiry being held into 


the working of the system of Compulsory Registration of Title in t 
County of London. biti eae oe 


(1) As to the 1897 Act having been passed as an experiment. 


The authorities have suggested as a reason for not granting the inquiry 
into the working of the 1897 Act that it was not passed as an 
experimental one. This allegation can be readily shewn to be 
unfounded on various grounds, including the following : 

1. In introducing the Bill the Lord Chancellor himself stated that the 
scheme was only to proceed by ‘‘ the most gradual steps,’”’ and only “ by 
the light of experience.”’ (Hansard, vol. 46, p. 1567.) 

2. In the House of Commons various speakers, including Sir Henry 
Fowler and the Attorney-General, spoke of the Bill as an “‘ experiment,” 
only to be tried in one county. The latter further stated that the City of 
London was to be excluded from the operation of the ‘* experiment.” 
(Hansard, vol. 52, p. 318-329.) 


Such evidence | 





3. The Act itself provides that the operation of the compulsory proyj. 
sions were not to extend beyond one county for three years (section 99 
sub-section 8), and further, that an Order made applying the compulsory 
provisions might be revoked (section 20, sub-section 4). 

4, Mr. Brickdale, the Registrar, in his book on The Land Transfer Ag 
1897, refers to the system as a “‘ legislative experiment,”’ and as one intended 
to ‘‘ have a trial of at least three years in the county first selected.” 

5. In 1900, when the Government brought in a Bill to erect a permanent 
Registry Office, at a cost to the public of £265,000, the Council of the Lay 
Society inquired of the authorities, why, in view of the experimental] 
nature of the trial, such an office should be built. The reply was, that 
the building was required owing tothe growth of business, apart from 
the compulsory registration work, and “‘ that there was not the slightest 
intention of departing from the understanding that had been arrived at 
when the Act was passed.’’ 


(2) As to the Public Demand for an Inquiry. 


The authorities wish it to be believed that the system is working most 
beneficially, and that there is no public demand for an inquiry, 
The following facts will disprove these assertions : 

1. 1902, May.—After the expiration of the three years’ trial in London 
the authorities indicated a desire to extend the system into Yorkshire. At 
2 public meeting, attended by about 500 persons, held in the Philosophie 
Hall, Leeds, invitations having been sent to the mayors and town clerks 
of the county, the members of the West Riding County Council, the 
presidents and chief officials of District Councils, Chambers of Commerce, 
Building and Co-operative Societies, and Property Associations, a resolu- 
tion was unanimously passed to the effect that a full and independent 
inquiry should be held before the system was extended, 

2. 1902, August.—The Land Law Reform Association made a special 
report, urging upon the authorities the need for an inquiry. 

3. 1903, October.—The Northamptonshire County Council debated the 
question as to adopting the system in Northamptonshire. In the resulta 
resolution was passed to the effect that in view of the wide difference of 
opinion existing as to the operation and effect of the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, it was not deemed expedient to adopt the system. 

4, 1902, November.—At a large public meeting, held at the Guildhall, 
in the City of London, to which the officials of the Land Registry Office, 
many local bodies, banks, building, land and other societies were invited, 
a resolution was unanimously passed that the experience already gained of 
the working of the Land Transfer Act of 1897 shewed that a full and 
independent inquiry into the system of compulsory registration of title was 
imperatively called for. 

5. 1903, June.—A petition praying for an inquiry was presented to 
Parliament, sealed by the Royal Borough of Kensington, and by the 
Metropolitan Boroughs of Battersea, Bermondsey, Bethnal Green, 
Chelsea, Deptford, Fulham, Greenwich, Hackney, Hammersmith, 
Hampstead, Holborn, Lambeth, Poplar, St. Marylebone, St. Pancras, 
Wandsworth, and Woolwich. 

6. 1904, June.—At the Congress of the Building Societies’ Association, 
held at Leeds, on the 8th of June, 1904, the President of the Association, 
Mr. Edward Wood, J.P., Manager of the Temperance Building Society, in 
his presidential address, stated that since the Act came into operation he had 
through his office 1,300 mortgage registrations, which had cost the 
borrowers two guineas more than had previously to be paid, and there was 
also additional expense connected with the conveyances. He concluded as 
follows: ‘‘ Unless some scheme could be devised of giving absolute titles 
cheaply and expeditiously, his personal advice to the representives of other 
counties was to oppose the bringing this Act into operation until some 
simpler and cheaper mode had been devised.”’ 


(3) As to the New Rules. 


Under the 1875 Act (section 111) the Lord Chancellor was empowered to 
make rules, with the assistance of the Registrar, which were to be of the 
same force as if enacted in the Act, and any rules so made were to be laid 
before both Houses of Parliament within three weeks after they are 
made, or if Parliament be not then sitting within three weeks of the 
sitting. 

Under the 1897 Act (section 22) the rules were to be made ‘‘ with the 
advice and assistance ’’ of the Registrar, a Judge of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court, to be chosen by the Judges of that Division, and 
three other persons, one to be chosen by the General Council of the Bar, 
one by the Board of Agriculture, and one by the Council of the Incorpor- 
ated Law Society. 

The 1897 Act came into operation in London on the Ist of January, 1899, 
and the practice was worked under certain rules made by the Rule 
Committee. In consequence of the difficulties the new practice created the 
Lord Chancellor put before the Rule Committee a draft new set of rules 
in substitution for the previous ones, but these the Rule Commiltee 
declined to sanction. Notwithstanding this, these rules, numbering 
together 371 and 72 forms, were duly advertised in the London Gazette, and 
came into operation on the Ist of January of this year, the preamble to 
the rules reading as follows : 

‘*T, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, with the advice and assistance 
of the Honourable Sir Arthur Kekewich, a Judge of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice, Charles Fortescue Brickdale, 
Esq., Registrar of the Land Registry, Sir Haward Warburton 
Elphinstone, Bart., barrister-at-law, chosen by the general Council 
of the Bar, James William Clark, Esq., barrister-at-law, chosen by 
the Board of Agriculture, and William Melmoth Walters, Esq., 
solicitor, chosen by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, by 
virtue and in pursuance of the Land Transter Acts, 1875 and 1897, 
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and of all other powers and authorities enabling in that behalf, do 
make the following General Rules for the purpose of carrying the said 
Acts into executioh. “*Hatspury, C. 

“Dated this 18th day of December, 1903.”’ 

It is understood that the Members of the Rule Committee who were in 
favour of the rules were Mr. Brickdale (the Registrar) and Mr. J. W. 
Clark (now a K.C.), who is the official legal adviser of the Board of 
Agriculture. The three independent members on the committee opposed 

es. 

ony last, Mr. Bamford Slack, M.P., was desirous of calling attention 
to the matter by asking in the House whether or not it was the fact that 
the rules have been issued notwithstanding their disapproval by the Rule 
Committee. He was, however, informed that the question could not be 
asked, as it was against the rules of the House to allow any question with 
regard to anything done or omitted to be done by the Lord Chancellor. 

From the above statements it will be realized : 

(1) That it is clear that the Act of 1887 making registration of 
title compulsory was passed as an experimental one, and with the 
intention that the system should, in the first instance, be tried only 
for a period of three years. 

(2) That the fact that the system has been allowed to continue 
after the period of three years expired without an inquiry is a 
breach of good faith, and of the understanding come to when the Act 
was passed, 

(3) That in the interests of the public an inquiry is urgently called 
for. At the present time the system of conveyancing in operation in 
the County of London differs from every other county in England, 
and occasions additional expense and delay in the completion of 
purchases and mortgages of property. The difficulties the system 
creates are becoming greater each day the present state of things 
continues. An independent inquiry can alone elicit the fact whether 
the system is capable of being so amended as to make it advantageous 
to the public and to property owners. 

(4) The new rules give the Registrar almost a free hand to issue 
titles carrying with them a State guarantee. 


Town Hall, Kensington, W., June, 1904. 








Obituary. 
Mr. F. J. Tillstone. 


Mr. Francis John Tillstone, Town Clerk of Brighton, died suddenly from 
heart failure on Thursday in last week at the age of 69 years. He spent 
some years of his early life in Australia, but in 1855 became a junior clerk 
in the office of the first Town Clerk of Brighton—Mr. C.Sharood. In May, 
1863, he was elected Chief Clerk to the Corporation, and in 1881 he was 
unanimously elected Town Clerk. At the Brighton police-court, on Friday 
in last week, the Mayor said: ‘‘ The magistrates think it only right that 
reference should be made to the great loss they, in common with the other 
inhabitants of the borough, have sustained in the painfully sudden death 
of Mr. Tillstone, the Town Clerk. Mr. Tillstone was a gentleman who 
had served the corporation and inhabitants of Brighton faithfully and well 
for very many years. He was a wise, competent, and trusty adviser.”’ 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. A. 'T. Lawrence, K.C., Recorder of Windsor, has been appointed a 
Commissioner of Assize to go on the Northern Circuit at the ensuing 
summer assizes in place of Mr. Justice Walton, who will remain in London 
and take charge of the commercial list of actions and summonses. 

Mr. Cunistopuer James, barrister-at-law, has been elected a Bencher 
of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn in succession to the late Mr. 
GD. Warry, K.C. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Lronarp SHUTTLEWORTH Grecson, Freperick Wiit1am Warenam, and 
AlGErNon Wavan, solicitors (Gregson, Wareham, Waugh, & Gregson), 
8, Angel-court, London, and at 20, Alexandra-road, Wimbledon. June 

_ The said Frederick William Wareham and Algernon Waugh will 
continue the said business. 

Harry Scorr and Arruvur Bropre Sanpers, solicitors (Scott & Sanders), 
16, King William-street, London. June 3. [ Gazette, June 17. 


Oswatp Birv, L. Worrnrneton Evans, and A. W. H. Davuney, solicitors 
(Worthington, Evans, Bird, & Co), 27, Nicholas-lane, Lombard-street, 
London, June 24. L. Worthington Evans, A. W. H. Dauney, and 
G. A. V. Russell Roberts will continue at 27, Nicholas-lane aforesaid, and 
Will practise under the style or firm of Worthington, Evans, Dauney, & 
Co. ; Oswald Bird will practise under the style or firm of Oswald Bird & 
0o., at 90, Cannon-street, E.C., and 10, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Wiis Axrnuxn Epwarp Heapiey and Tuomas Wittram Woop 
Ronerts, solicit »rs (Ileadley & Roberts), 93 and 94, Chancery-lane, London. 





March 25. The said William Arthur Edward Headley will in future 
practise at 12, New-court, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London ; the said 
‘Thomas William Wood Roberts will in future practise at 2, Old Serjeant’s- 
inn, Chancery-Jane, London, 

Grorce HarpmMan Hoyie and Bernarp Parry, solicitors (Hoyle & 
Parry), Parliament-mansions, Victoria-street, London, 8.W. June 17. 
The said business will in future be carried on by the said Bernard Parry. 

[ Gazette, June 21. 


General. 


At the Encaenia at Oxford on Wednesday, Sir Richard Henn Collins, 
late Fellow of Downing College, Cambridge, Master of the Rolls, received 
the honorary degree of D.C.L. 

A committee of the United States Congress, says the Central Law Journal, 
has recommended that the Hon. Charles Swayne, United States District 
Judge for the district of Florida, shall be impeached “for high mis- 
demeanours.”’ 

The London Gazette announces that the King has been pleased, by Letters 
Patent under the Great Seal. to grant unto Sir Gainsford Bruce, Knt., late 
- - the justices of his Majesty’s High Court of Justice, an annuity of 
£3,500. 

The Aliens Bill was before the Standing Committee of the House of 
Commons on Monday. Clause 1 was postponed and clause 2 was still 
under discussion when the committee adjourned. At this rate of progress 
it will be impossible for the Bill to become law during this session. 

Mr. Justice Bray was sworn in before the Lord Chancellor at the House 
of Lords on Tuesday, after which he proceeded to the Royal Courts, where, 
in the presence of Kennedy, Darling, Channell, and Jelf, JJ., he took the 
usual oaths, which were administered to him by the Master of the Crown 
Office, Mr. James R. Mellor. 

It was stated on the trial of Thomas George, who was sentenced at the 
Old Bailey on Monday to six months’ hard labour, that he had spent 
thirty-two years of his life in prison, having been convicted nineteen times. 
The Recorder said this was just one of those cases which will come under the 
new Bill should it become an Act of Parliament. The prisoner was a hope- 
less criminal. It was no use passing sentences on a man like him. 

Mr. Justice Bray, says the Globe, is the twenty-eighth judge raised to the 
bench during Lord Halsbury’s tenure of the Woolsack. Of the twenty- 
nine judges of the Supreme Court, only three, Lord Justice Mathew, Mr. 
Justice Wills, and Mr. Justice Kennedy, owe their elevation to the bench 
to other occupants of the Woolsack. Two judges appointed by the present 
Lord Chancellor are no longer onthe bench. Mr. Justice Charles is among 
the retired judges, and Mr. Justice Byrne has passed away. 

Hank, says the Central Law Journal, was brought before a county justice 
of the peace on a charge of stealing a hog, and three witnesses testified 
that they saw him commit the theft. Hank’s lawyer then introduced ten 
witnesses who swore that they had not seen the accused steal the hog. 
Slowly and with fitting dignity the J.P. arose and said: ‘‘ Only three say 
that they saw the thief, and ten say that they did not see it. The weight 
of the evidence is clearly in favour of the accused. He is discharged.” 

The Times correspondent at Brussels says that the international 
conference on the codification of civil law in respect of legacy duty, 
guardianship of minors, insolvency, and marriage contracts and cognate 
subjects, has just terminated its sittings at The Hague under the 
presidency of the international jurist, Mr. C. T. Asser. With the 
exception of Spain and Denmark, which are expected shortly to give 
their adhesion, the whole of the Governments participating have signed 
the convention. 

On Saturday last a new county quarter sessions house at Preston 
was opened by Sir John Hibbert. The site on which it stands is on 
the east of the market square. The new building has been erected, 
including the purchase of the site, at a cost of £81,000. Sir John 
Hibbert in opening the building mentioned, among other matters, that 
in 1831 the population of Lancashire was 1,335,000, as contrasted with 
4,406,000 to-day, an increase which was in itself a justification for much of 
the expenditure that had been incurred. 

The leave-taking reception by Sir Gainsford Bruce of his colleagues on 
the bench and of the members of the bar afforded strong testimony of the 
respect in which he is held by the bench and bar. About 400 members 
attended the reception, including Lord Lindley and most of the Lords 
Justices of Appeal, the Lord Chief Justice, the President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, some of the Judges of the Chancery 
Division, and many of those of the King’s Bench Division. Among the 
members of the bar present were the Attorney-General and the Solicitor- 
General, many leading counsel, and. a great many members of the outer 
bar The reception, which occupied about two hours, terminated at 
six o'clock. ’ 

The following gentlemen have been appointed by the General Council 
of the Bar to fill the vacancies on the ious standing committees of the 
General Council of the Bar: Executive Committee— Mr. Tindal Atkinson, 
K.C., Mr. E. C. Macnaghten, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., and Mr. 
Radcliffe, K.C.; Professional Conduct Committee—Mr. Leigh Clare, 
M.P.; Business and Procedure Committee—Mr. Scott Fox, K.C., Mr. G. 
Cave, K.C., Mr. Boydell Houghton, and Mr. Howard Wright; Court 
Buildings Committee—Mr. G. Henderson, Mr. J. E. H. Benn, and Mr. 
Percival Clarke; while the following have been appointed additional 
members of the Council: Mr. Cripps, K.C., M.P., Mr. Abel Thomas, 
K.C., M.P., Mr. Pickford, K.C., Mr. Stanger, K.C., Mr. P. S. Gregory, 
and Mr. R. V. Bankes. 
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According to the sixty-fifth report of the Deputy-Keeper of the Public 
Records, a copy of which has been laid upon the table of the House 
of Commons, says the Parliamentary correspondent of the Times, the 
Calendar of the Patent Rolls for the reign of Edward I. is now complete. 
The text of the fourth volume of Edward II. was finished at press last 
year and the index to it was well advanced, in addition to which fifteen 
sheets of the fifth and last volume were passed for press. The printing of 
the eighth volume of Edward III. was begun in December; and sub- 
stantial progress was made with the preparation of further volumes of 
Richard II., Henry IV., and Henry VI. The Calendar for the reigns of 
Edward IV. and V. and Richard III. is now complete in three volumes. 
The systematic examination of the ancient Close Rolls, Charter Rolls, 
Inquisitiones, Post Mortem, Deeds, State Papers, &c., is also being carried 
out with due expedition. 


Mr. Justice Bray, in resigning the Recordership of Guildford, has 


addressed the following letter to the Mayor (Mr. H. Nevill): ‘‘ Dear Mr. 


Mayor,—His Majesty having been pleased to appoint me a judge of the 


High Court, I have had most reluctantly to 
Recorder of Guildford. 


ity which you and the corporation have always extended to me have been 


very pleasant. I should like you, if you kindly would, to thank the cor- 


. . By caasnoce 
poration and the magistrates, and to express to them my great regret at | Wednesday ... 


severing the connection. I shall, however, still be aneighbour, and I hope 
there may yet be many opportunities of meeting them. May Guildford 
flourish Jong and extend its boundaries far and wide.—Believe me, yours 
most sincerely, R. M. Bray.’ In reply, the corporation instructed the 
town clerk to convey their thanks to Mr. Justice Bray for his services to 
the town and to congratulate him upon his appointment. 


The Bill ‘‘to authorize the raising by borrowing of money for the 
provision and erection of premises for the sessions of the Central Criminal 
Court ’’ came on the 17th inst., says the Zvmes, before the Unopposed Bill 
Committee of the House of Commons. It is proposed by the Bill to 
authorize the Corporation of the City of London to borrow, upon the 
secnrity of the consolidated rates and by any one or more of the methods 
provided for in the Local Loans Act, 1875, a sum not exceeding £350,000 
for the erection of the new Central Criminal Court-house. The new 
building is to be erected on the site of the old Newgate prison. The 
Corporation have purchased from the Government the freehold of the site 
of the male wing of the prison, while the freehold of the female wing, 
which was already the property of the Corporation, has been given for the 
purposes of the site. The present court is to be gradually pulled down 
and the site sold. The proceeds of the sale would go towards the upkeep 
of the new building. The Committee found the preamble proved, and 
ordered the Bill to be reported to the House for third reading. 


Thursday, the 16th of June being the Grand Day of Trivity Term at 
Gray's-inn, the treasurer (Mr. Thomas Terrell, K.C.) and the masters of 
the bench entertained at dinner the following guests: His Grace the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, the Right Hon. the Postmaster-General 
(Lord Stanley, M.P.), the Right Hon. Lord Lindley, the Right Hon. the 
Master of the Rolls, the Treasurer of the Hon. Society of the Inner 
Temple (the Hon. Mr Justice Grantham), the Hon. Mr. Justice Warring- 
ton, Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., Sir Frederick Bridge, M.V.O., Mus. Doc., 
General Oliphant, C.B., C.V.O., the President of the Royal College of 
Surgeons (Mr. John Tweedy), Mr. G. F. Bodley, R.A., Mr. Sidney Lee, 
and Mr. A.J. Walter. The benchers present in addition to the treasurer 
were: Lord Ashbourne, Mr. Henry Griffith, Sir Arthur Collins, K.C., 
His Honour Judge Bowen Rowlands, K.C., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. Arthur 
Beetham, Mr. John Rose, Mr. Mulligan, K.C., Mr. Mattinson, K.C., Mr. 
Lewis Coward, K.C., Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., Mr. Montague Lush, K.C., 
Mr. Reader Harris, K.C., Mr. Edward Dicey, C.B., Mr. H. C. Richards, 
K.C., M.P., Mr. Manisty, K.C., and Mr. Clayton. 


_ At the Bedford Assizes Sir John Burgoyne, as foreman of the grand 
jury, asked permission on behalf the grand jury to congratulate Mr. 
Commissioner Bray on his elevation to the judicial bench. The com- 
missioner said: ‘‘ Sir John Burgoyne, I have to thank you and the gentle- 
men of the grand jury for your kind congratulations. I need not’ say 
that it is a great honour and a great responsibility. I pray that I may be 
permitted to follow in the footsteps of the great men who have preceded 
me, and not the least those of the most learned judge who has recently 
retired and whose place I take.”” Mr. Ryland Adkins, the senior member 
of the bar present, tendered the congratulations of the bar. The com- 
missioner, in response, said : ‘I have to thank you for your kind con- 
gratulations ; and if your words mean, as I think they mean, that I have 
to some extent deserved the honour that has fallen upon me, I must say that 
to a man who has been for thirty or forty years in the profession it is a 
oo gratification to hear those kind words on behalf of those with whom 

have worked. I greatly lament the indisposition of the learned judge 
whose place I take, and whose great ability we all recognize. He, was 
loved by all the profession, and, although I experience the great pledsure 
of having to fill his place, I cannot but express the sorrow which we all 
feel that he now leaves the bench.” 


At the Birmingham police-court on the 17th inst., says the Times, Henry 
Edwin Parry, until recently practising as a solicitor in Birmingham, was 
charged with sending letters threatening to murder Mr. George James 
Johnson and Mr. Philip Baker, solicitors, and Mr. Aaron, pawnbroker. 
The prisoner is the son of the late Mr. Edwin Parry, Registrar of the 
County Court, whose will was prepared by Mr. Johnson. Mr. Johnson 
was also the late Mr. Parry’s sole executor, but it was stated the prisoner 
had always raised difficulties and was apparently dissatisfied with the 
amount of money realized, Mr. Johnson was left a legacy of £100, but he 
declined to take it, and the prisoner benefited to that extent. The prisoner 


une 25,4 
Jone 25:35 


to sign the release and threatened to shoot Mr. Johnson and My, 
Baker. In another letter he advised Mr. Johnson to arrange wid 
undertaker for bis funeral. Letters in a similar strain were sent to 
Philip Baker, who had detained a revolver belonging to the prisoner an 
also to Mr, Aaron, with whom he had had business transactions,’ 
prisoner, who said he should decline to plead or to say a word 
tribunal composed of colleagues of the man who was prosecuting him a 
committed for trial. He, however, added that he was suffering ; 


cancer and the pain at times was such that he did not know what hese 
doing. 
































Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


. . Rota or Reaistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 
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My quarterly visits to Guildford and the hospital- 






















Emercency <Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justi 
Date. TA. 0. 2. KEKEWICH. Fiscan 
Monday, June............ 27 Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswel 
Tuesda oe Godfrey Carrington Jackson Church 
+29 Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Thursday ... .. .. 30 Beal Carrington Jackson ureh 
Friday, July.. ee Jackson Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Saturday cecrecrssroreee vo Pemberton Carrington Jackson urch 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buck.ey. JOYCE. Swinren Eapy. Wakgeivens, 
Monday, June............ 27 Mr. Godfrey Mr. W.Leach Mr. Farmer Mr. King 
Tuesday......... +28 R. Leach Theed King Farmer 
Wednesday osc Godfrey W. Leach Farmer Church 
Thursday ...... +30 R. Leach Theed King Greswel] 
Friday, July.. on Godfrey W. Leach Farmer Theed 
ED 2 R. Leach Theed King W. Leach 
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Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CaANCERY. 
London Gazette.—F aivay, June 17. 

Anaursey Baewery Co, Limirep (in Votunrary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 

on or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frederic Siddall Marsh, 8, Bowkers row, Bolton. Hulton, Bolton, 
solor for liquidators 
DAmaBaLanp Guano Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before July 11, to send 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Strike 
Crick, John James Varley, and Edwin de Gruchy, 248, South Lambeth rd. Jeromeé 
Co, Leadenha)l st, solors for liquidators : 
Forest Garg anv District TRaDERs Association, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or 

before July 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts a 
claims, to Walter Verulam Hartley, 2, Gresham bldgs , 
Me xepates Correa Mixes, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on o 

before July 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts o 
claims, to William Albert Steatns, 23, Leadenhall st. Burnie, Fenchurch st. solor 
Sritspy Brewery, Liarrep —Petn for winding up, presented June 11, directed to be heard 
June 28. Jacques & Co, Ely pl, for Godfrey & Co, Halifax, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afteraoon of 
June 27 
Weston Synpicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 30, to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Solomon Morris 
Landeshut, Drapers gdns 









Us.imitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Lonpow Axp Provinciat Pure Ick Manuractortne Co—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 14, directed to be heard June 28. W & W Stocken, Lime st, for Williams & Co, 

Newport, Mon, solors for petners, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 

later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 27 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtrep 1n CHANCERY. 
London Gazettz.—Tusraday, June 21. 
Barsrorp AND Topgesnam Coat Sywpicare, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on ot 
before August 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Frederick Seymour Salaman,1, Oxford ct, Cannon st. Paines & Co, St 
Helen’s pl, solors for liquidator . 
Fenanp & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 30, to send their names 
and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Fletcher Campbell, 
Summerfield pl, Neath ; 
Heriaur Bary Tus Co, Liurep (ix Liquipariox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to J H Lord, Bank bldgs, Bacup ; 
Koytamso Syxpicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Macdonald 
Hendersoa. 2, Moorgate st bldgs 
Lopes Brick AnD Tits Co, Limrrep (1x Liqurpation)— Creditors are required, on or before 
July 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, ® 
Charles Ernest Bullock, Hanley. Wain & Harris, Burslem, solors for liquidator 
Meanes, Limirep (in Liguipation).— Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Thomas Sidney 
Wederell, 75 Colemao st. Smith & Hud-on, Mincing In, solors for liquidator 
New Nicke. Synpicate, Limirep—Croditors are required, on or before July 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Macdonald Henderson, 2, Moorgate st bldgs ; 
Wewxsors & Co, Lauren Creditors are required, on or before July 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank C Harper, 
27, Chancery In 





The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Jone 23, —Messrs. Danret Sairn, Son, & Oakey, at the Mart, at 2:—Oxshott Heath aod 
Fairmile, Surrey: A valuabie and very attractive Freehold Property, known as the 
Hut, Fairmile, Cobham comprising = Danio Residence, and stabling, surrounded 





had written a number of letters to Mr. Johnson, in one of which he refused 





by thickly timbered grounds, and land, the whole extending over 36 acres, Solicitém, 
Messrs. Wood, Bigg, & Nash, London. (Sec advertisement, June 4, front page.) 
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June 28.—Messrs. DesenuamM, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Whitecross-street (on the City boundary, wi a few yards of Chiswell-street) : A 

Freehold Building Site, occupying an area of about 5,120 square feet, with frontages of 

about 75ft. 6in. to Whitecross-street, and 82ft. 4in toa cartway at side, and 55ft. 3in. | 

Red Lion Market in the rear. a large open space affording excallent light and great | 
ili yading and unloading. Solicitor, J. T. Chapple, e London.—Hatton- } 
len, E.C.: The valuable Freehold Estates of the late John Garle, Esq., with a rent- | 
roll of over £2,100 per annum, principally from old-established tenants, who hold on 
repairing leases at low old rents, offering excellent investments, with every prospect of 
increased income on the expiry] »fthe leases. Solicitors, Messrs. Beachcroft, Thompson, 
& Co., London. (see advertisements, June 4, p. iii.) J ‘ 

June 29.— Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousFi&p, at the Mart, at 2, in Lots :—In the High Court 
of Justice, Chancery Division.—Re John Peter Robinson, deceased — Clarkson v. 
Robinson, 1896, R., 491. First-class Investments: Freehold and Corporation Leasehold 
of fine Trade Premises on the west and best side of New Bond-street ; als» Leasehold 
Investments on the Howard de Walden (late Portland) Estate. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Dangerfield & Blythe; stanley J. Attepb rough, Esq.; Me«rs Liddiard, Son, & 
Baker; B Barnett, ksj.; amd Messrs Caprons, Hitchins, Brabant, & Hitchins, 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p, v.) : 

June 29.—Messrs. E. & 8. Surru, at the Mart, at 2:—Gray’s Inn-road : Freehold Business 
Premises, Dwelling-house, and Cottages, the whole tite comprising 3,185ft. super., 
producing £172 4s, per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland, & Parker, 
London; and Robert A. Craig, Esq., Shrewsbury.—Highgate: Doubie-fronted 
Residence. Near three stations. Lease 93 years, at £11.-Crouch Ead: Semi- 
detached Residence. Close to three stations. Rental value £50. Solicitor, George 
Chessman, £sj., London.—Streatham: Freehold Residence, with excellent garden. 
Solicitor, George Harries, Esj., London.—Hackney: Leasehold, .Double-fronted 
Semi-detached House. Solicitors, Messrs. Geare & Mathew, Queen-street, Exeter. 
(See advertisements, June 18, p. v.) d . 

June 29.—Messrs. Humbert & Fuint, at the Mart, at 2:—Peterborough : Residence in 
the Tudor style, stands in beautifully-timbered grounds; the Estate ewbraces 
numerous farms, fully-licensed inn, in all producing an income of nearly £6,000 per 
annum. It is interspersed with numerous coverts and plantations, affording facilities 
for the rearing and preservation of game, and lies in the midst of the popular mects of 
the Fitzwilliam Hounds. Solicitors, Messrs. Dangertield & Blythe, London. (See 
advertisements, June 4, p. v.) 

June 30.—Messrs. Faresrotarr, Exiis, Ecertoy, Brracu, Gatswortny, & Co, at the 
Mart, at 2:—Edenbridge, Kent: A Bijou Country Residence, standing m about 16} 
acres of charmingly laid out gardens and park lands, skirted by ornamental planta- 
tions with an extensive frontage to the main road to Tunbridge Weils. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Sheard & Breach, London.—Harrow-on-the-Hill: Freehold Building Land, 
comprising nearly 25 acres, ripe for building operations; close to the Metropolitan 
Station at Harrow-on-the-Hill. Solicitors, Messrs. Hunter & Haynes, Loadon. (See 
advertizements, June 4, p xxii ) 

June 30. -Messrs. Trottorr, at the Mart, at 2, in Two Lots: -19, Manchester-square, W., 
and Stabling. A very imposing Coraer Town House, well positioned in tnis highly 
fashionable neighbourhood, having south and east aspects, facing Hertford House, 
and overlooking the ornamental gardens; held by lease from Viscount Portman, 
having an unexpired term of 48 years from Lady Day last at a ground-rent of £30 per 
annum. Extensive Stabling, known as 25, Seymour Mews, within easy distance of 
residence. Solicitors, Mes:1s. Haliowes,\Carter, & Ellis, London. (See advertisements, 
this week, p. iv.) 

July 1.—Messts. Ventom, Buti, & Cores, at the Mart, at 2:—Tottenham Court-road 
(close to Oxford-street) : Site (32 000ft.) of the whole of South-crescent, and 24 and 25, 
Store-street, to be Let by Auction, on 80 years’ building leases; in One or more Lots. 
—Cicy of London (corner of King William-street, facing Londun-bridge): Well-let 


Investment, producing a profit incume of £565 perfannum. (See,advertisement, June 11, 
p. Vv) 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 10. 





Cowix, Jauzs, Maraden rd, Southport July9 Cowin v Richman, Registrar, Liverpool 
Brown, Southport 


, Tuomas ag mina ones Gade, Merchant July 9 Williams v Hey- 

worth, Registrar, , Liverpool nie 

Watrers, ALBERT SraLey Longto' » Estate Agent July 1 Millington v 
Waiters, Buckley, J Paddock, 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, June 14, 

ArmiTaGs, Jonx, Hastings July 15 Hind & Robinson, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Birks, ALBERT Joan, Shettield July 30 Dodworth, Sheffield 
Bocais, Carouive, Leamington Spa, Warwick July 23 Passman, Leamington 
Carrot, Jane. Alexandra Park, Manchester Joly 18 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Cuatwortuy, James, Finsbury pk, Pawnbroker July 20 Andrew & Co, Gt James st, 


Bedford row 
Cuement, Fanny, Plymouth July 8 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 


| Comper, Rosert, Old Ford July 30 Carr & Co, Rood In, Fenchurch st 


Davey, Epwarp Wi..1am, Downham rd, Islington, Bill Poster Aug 1 Ashley & Co, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Dopps, Davip Kussk.1, Biackpool, Plumber June 30 Robinson, Blackpool 
Gent, Evten, Ealing July 16 Smith & Son, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Grosk, Puttrpea Janz, Perranporth, Cornwall July 18 Paige & Grylls, Redruth 
wee ee Kowagv, Wimbledon, Surgeon July 16 Bale, Lawrence lo, 
Cheapside 
Heaovuck, Faxperick Henry, Prestbury, Cheltenham July7 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Hoakrg, Sir Joseru Wau.is O’BryeEX, Bittern, Southampton July 25 U’Bryen-Taylor, 
Gt St Helens 
Hogstex, Toomas Woop, Notting Hill, Chemist July 11 Wellman & Sons, Westbourne 
grove, Bayswater 
LavenpdeR, WiLtiAM, New Barnet July 23 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Lear, Percy ALLEN, Leamington July 26 Stephenson & Co, st 
Lucas, Exiza, Ramsey, Essex, Shopaeeper July 15 Mary Cracknell and J O King, 
Main rd, Upper Dovercourt, Harwich 
Luyp, Henry, and Atbeat WitLiamM Farmeny, Knaresborough (trustees under the will of 
Henry Walker and Mary Hannah Walker) July 15 Gilling, Harrogate 
een pes, Trowbridge, Wilts, Plumber, Painter July 14 Mann & Rodway, 
owbridge 
Monpy, Henry, Burton on Trert July 18 Dunicliffe, Burton on Trent 
Comes, t mpeg Wititam Henry, Roseford ter, Shepherd’s Bush July 4 Rudall, 
atling st 
Pavitt, Exiza, Delancey st, Regent’s Park July 26 Ellen, Chancery In 
Pavitt, Joun Frepenick, Delancey st, Regent’s Park July 26 Ellen, Chancery In 
RamspEN, Dinau, Dearnley,nr Rochdale July 25 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Rawy, Ricuagp Epwarp, Messing, Essex July 12 Bawtree & Sons, Witham, Essex 
Ricuarps, JosEern, Sevorgan, Constantine, Cornwall July 11 Hill, Penzance 
RipDELL, Auice, Lynton, Devon July7 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Roserts, Marrua, Bradford July 3i Dunn & Robinson, Hustlergate, Bradford 
Russy, ss Thurgoland, nr Sheffield, Quarryman July 11 Laycock & Skinner, 
ettie. 


SamBrookx, Henry Epwix, Upper Norwood, Licensed Victualler July 30 Stoneham & 
Sons, Fenchurch st 

SoMMERVILLE, James Frew, Lons Bitton, nr Bristol, Paper Manufacturer July9 Bush & 
Bush, Brisol 

SomMERVILLE, Many Gapp, Bournemouth July9 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

Sranier, Tuomas, Pont st July 26 Newton & Co, Moorgate st 

——~ > Geoncr Bamrorp, Mile End, Ironmonger Augi1 Turner & Osborn, Leaden- 

st 


SuTMELLAND, Hues Stanuey, Mandalay, India Nov 23 Johnstone & Wiley, Warwick st, 
it st 


gent 
Tompkins, Sanina, Leighton Buzzard July 26 Newton & Calcott, Leighton Buzzard 
TrEeBECK, Rev James Joun, Leatherhead Aug 1 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
Wa sen, GrorGe, enhall st, Naval Engineer July 11 Buttle, Basinghall st 
Watson, Saran Evizanetu, Scarborough July 30 Turnbull & Son, Scarporough 
WELSsBY, JonATHAN, Smethwick, Staffs, Printer July1 Beale & Co, Birmingham 
Wickes, WILLIAM, Walton, Leicester, Grazier July 1 Southam, Upper Thames st 
beeees Allerton, Bradford, Worsted Stutf Manufacturer July1 Vint & Co, 

to: 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 17, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anvensox, Joun, West st, St Martin’s In, Typefounder | 


High Court Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 
Antoun, Wittiam DonnitrHorne, Blackburn, 
Blackburn Pet June14 Ord June 14 
Beck, Josern Horros, Coventry, Butcher 
June 14 Ord June 14 
Beyyerr, Tuomas, and Cuartes Atrrep Benner, Higher 
Ardwick, Manchester, Cab Pruprietors Manchester 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Betts, Frank. Brigg, General Dealer Gt Grimsby Pet 
June ll Ord June 11 
Buacksurn,Orara Louise, Gunthorpe, Notts Nottingham 
Pet May 31 Ord June 14 
Buwpe.t, Freperick Joszern, Luton, Baker Luton Pet 
June l4 Ord June 14 
Brooks, Cuartes, Willesden, Hay Salesman High Court 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Brooxs, Joux Asuton, Broadbottom. Chester, Butcher 
Ashton under Lyne Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Bauxvet, Harry Nixoy, Norwich Norwich Pet June 14 
Ord June 14 
Cuixsick, Witttam, Manor Park, Hssex, Builder High 
Court Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Courz, Gzorce, St Helen’s, Lancs, Builder Liverpool Pet 
June 14 Ord June 14 
Davies, Rexs, Abertillery, Mon, Grocer Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 
Withington, nr Manchester, 
Pet Jun2 13 Ord 


Saddler 


Coventry Pet 


Tredegar 


Dawson, Joun Arruur, 
ther Salesman Manchester 
June 13 
Dewsox, ALEXANDER, Small Heath, Birmingham, Coach 
Builder Birmingham Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Dizux, Louis Vipau, Lauderdale mans, Maida Vale, Clerk 
High Court Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
NGLE, Herseet, West Cliff, Southend, Tailor High 
Court Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Eve, Wituiam, Lanreath, Cornwall, Butcher Plymouth 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Gazsurr, WituraM, Scarborough, Tailor Scarborough Pet 
June 13 Ord June 18 
ILL, AL¥aED, Wadworth, nr Doncaster, Butcher Sheffield 
@ ‘et May 26 Ord June 13 
BEEN, Ceci. Feanx, Cleethorpes, Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet 
June 15 Ord Ju 


Haxgvs7arv, Dopsoy, Shirebrook, Derby, Cycle Manufac- 
turer Nottingham Pet June14 Ord June l4 | 
Hear, Cuak_es ALbeRt, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Coal Mer- 
chant s PetJunel4 Ord June 14 | 
Hever, Aacnges, Handsworth, nr Bizmingham Wolver- 
hampton Pet May 30 Ord June 15 
KinsE.ua, James, Wokingham, Grocer Reading Pct June 
11 Ord June 11 | 
Krauss, Joun Apam, East Dulwich, Baker High Court | 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 | 
Laver, Frepericx, Portsea, Hants, Newsagent Ports- 
mouth Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 | 
Lirvrrot, Peter, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet June 15 
Ord June 16 
Marsuatt, Henry Caarves, Bedminster, Bristol, Haulier | 
Bristol Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 | 
Marsnatt, Toomas, Rochdale, Builder Rochdale Pet | 
June3 Ord June 5 | 
Me.ior, Samver Joan, and James Hervert Reysuaw, , 
Manchester, Glass Merchant Manchester Pet June 11 | 
Ord June 14 
Mircue.y, James Brapiey Strirx, Wolverhampton, Builder 
Wolverhampton Pet June 14 Ord June 14 | 
Neame, GeorGe, Minster, Kent, Grocer Canterbury [Pet | 
June 13 Ord June 13 | 
Norracrort, Witiiam, Chelsea, Japanner High Court | 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Peck, Freperick Wituram, Streatham Wandsworth Pet 
Pet May 31 Ord June 14 | 
ies Hannan, Oxford, Baker Oxford Pet June 14 Ord 
une 14 | 
Piver, Heasert, Hailsham, Sussex, Farmer Lewes Ord | 
June 14 | 
Witu1am Txsomas, Birmingham, Brass Founder 
Birmingham Pet June l4 Ord June 14 | 
Ritey, Grorce, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet | 
June 14 Ord June t4 
Saint, Joun, Fellside, Hexham, Northumberland, Builder 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Simmonvs, WILLIAM, jun, West Malvern, Worcester, General 
Dealer Worcester Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Swirn, Marsena Carouine, Gt Grimsby, Mulliner Gt 
Grimsby Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Tange oe Liverpool Liverpool Pet May 28 Ord 
une 
Toner, Haro.tp Curetruam, Heyrod, Stalybridge, Cheshire 
Ashton under Lyne Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Tosner, Wittiam Harry, Putney, Schoolmaster Wands- 
worth Pet June 15 Ord June 15 








Wanp, James, Tooting, Builder Wandsworth Pet June 
15 rd June 15 
Waricat, Joun, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Builder Birkenhead 
Pet June 4 Ord June 15 
Younse, Wittiam Caartes Gustavus, Abercarn, Mon, 
a Repairer Newport, Mon fPet June 13 Ord 
une 13 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
mdon Gazette of June 3 ; 
Atcock, Josern Henry, Forest Hill, Baker Greenwich 
Pet May6 Ord May 31 , 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 10: 
Haxrvina, Jouxs, Pontypool, Mon, Newsagent Newport, 
Mon PetJune 8 Ord June8 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anperson, Georce, Bourne, Lincs, Draper June 28 at 
2.15 The Angel Hotel, Bourne 
Ayperson, Joux, West st, St Martin’s In, Typefounder 
Jane 30at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ARNOLD, ALFRED ALBERT, Riding Gate, pr Wincanton, 
Somerset, Farmer June27ati2 Off Rec, City chmbrs, 
Endless st, Salisbury 
Arxixs, Wituiam Henry, Golder’s Green, Hendon, Horse 
Dealer June 27 at12 14, Bedford :0ow 
Bavevt, ALbert Epwaep, and Henry Bevert, Wakefield, 
Removal Contractors June 27 at2 Off Rec, 6, Bond 
ter, Wakefield 
BickNg., Steraen, Moordown, nr Bournemouth June 27 
at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 
Brooks, Caanies, Willesden, Hay Salesman July 1 at 11 
ruptcy , Carey st 
Carter, T (Male), Kingswinford, Staffs, Baker June 25 
at1l Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Cuarinnick, WittiamM, Manor Park, Builder June 27 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Covurr, Gzorce, St Helens, Lancs, Builder June 27 at 12 
Oif Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 


i . T 
| CxawsHAw, Hersert, Kingston upon Hull, Draper July 


5 at1l Off Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 
Cutuncrorp, Joun Garson, Horley, Surrey, Builder June 
28 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Southampton, Medical 
Practitioner June 25 at 12 Midland Bank chmbrs, 
High st, eaten, 
Dieut, Louis Vipat, Lauderdale mans, Maida Vale, Com- 
pang Clerk July 1 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ry st 
Divate, Hervert, West Cliff, Southend, Tailor June 28 
at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Cussk, Esyesst, Broughton, 





580 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 25, 19049 








Fau.kygr, Ricuarp, Irlams o’ th’ Height, nr Manchester, 
Corn Merchant June 27 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Ganrevtt, Witt1am, Scarborough, Tailor 
74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Hanpsrarr, Dopsox, Shirebrook, Derby, Cycle Manufac- 
turer June 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 

Hargis, ce Tuomas, Maesteg, Glam, Outfitter 
at 9.30 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Hisparp, Cartes, Carisbrooke, I of W, Grocer’s Assistant 
June 2at12 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

Hickman, James, Newcastle undar Lyne, Staffs, Tailor’s 
Cutter June 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 
Staffs 

Hicuam, Steruen Rickarp. Bournemouth, Laundry :Pro- 
prietor Jane 27 at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, 
Salisbury 

Joxgs, James, Mardy, Glam, Insurance Agent June 27 at 
® 135, High st, Merthyr Tydal 

Laver, Fesvericx, Portser. Hants, Newsagent June 28 
at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Lawcea, Ratru, Herne Bay, Watchmaker July 7 at 9.30 

ff Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Lipraot, Peter, Bolton, Fruiterer Pet June 28 
xchange st, Bolton 

Logan, James Grorce, Maidstone, Travell-r 
9, King st, Maid-tone 

Macatz, Hveo, and Watter Mackie, Greenheys, Manches- 
ter, Money Leaders June 27 at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Neame, Georce, Minster, Kent, Grocer Off 
Ree, €8, Castle st, \anterbury 

Peerkixs, GrorGe Wastitex, West Bridgford, Notts, Builder 
me 27 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Ne tting- 


June 27 at 10 


at 3 19, 


June 30 at 11 


Jaly 7 at 9 


ae .. » een Kidsgrove, Staffs, Draper June27at12 Off 
Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Puiurs, Exocu, Pontypridd, Striker 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Pratt, Evcar, Luton, General Dealer 
Rec, Bridge st. Northampton 

Saint, Jonny, Fellside, Hesham, Northumberland, Builder 
June 25 at 12 OF Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


jun, West Malvern, Worcester, 
June 25 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, 


June 28 at 12 135, 


June 25 at12 Off 


e 

Bimmonps, Wittiam. 
General Dealer 

orcester 

Sincieton, Wittiam, and Water SINGLETON, 
Bakers June 30at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

BLoccetr, Grorcz, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Licensed 
Vie tualler June 25 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

Saira, James Wiiiiam, Vauxhall, Gt Yarmouth, Carter 
June 25 at 1230 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Srarces, Cuar.es, and Wituas James STart gs, Codnor, 
Derby, Drapers June 25at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Sricktasp, J F, and Jons J Buiakemay, Hampton, 
Buiiders June 28 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Bridge 

Waneine, Jous Beaxarv, Greenwich, Tailor 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Watts, Evwix Morton, Levenshulme, ni 
Boot Factor June 27 at 230 Off Res, 

rr 

Wituams, Lewis, Carnarvon, Auctioneer’s Assistant 
Juoe 27 at 245 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette of June 14: 

Hopes, Hexey Vixcexst, Kennington rd, Merchant 

July 27 at 12 Bankru ptey bidgs, Carey et 


, ADJUDICATIONS. 

Aypruson, Joun, West st, St Martin’s In, 
High Court Pet Junel4 Ord June 14 

Astave, Wittiam Doxyitnorye, Blackburn, Strapping 
Manufacturer Blackburn Pet June14 Ord June 14 

Beck, Joseru Hortox, Coventry, Butcher Coventry Tet 
June l4 O:d June 14 

Bessert, Toomas, and Cuaates Atyrep Besnert, Higher 

wick, Manchester, Cab Proprietors Manchester 

Pet June 14 Ord Junel4 

Betts, Faasx. Brigg, General Dealer 
Junell Ord June li 

Bicxye.i, Steruex, Moordown, nr Bourncm 
Pet March 28 Ord June 15 

Boarpmuas, Heres, Leigh, Lancs Bolton 
Ord June 14 

Brooks, Cuagies, Willesden, Hay Salesman 
Pet Jone 15 Ord June 15 

Brooxs, Jouy Asutowx, Broadbottom, Chester, 
Ashton under Lyne ’ Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Bauspect, Harry Nixoyx, Norwich Norwich Pet June 14 
Ord June 14 

Catssicn, Witiism, Manor Park, Eesex, Builder 
Court Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Cours, Grorce, 8t Helen’s, Lanes, 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Dacwortuy, Tuomas, Tooting, Fishmonger Wandsworth 
Pet May 13 Ord June 14 

Davigs, Rezs, Abertiliery, Mon, 
Jane 15 Ord June 15 

Davis, Farpesicx, Bristol, 

une 15 

Dawsos, Joux Anrteve, Withington, 
Leather Saleeman Manchester Pet 
June 14 

Digar, Lovis Vivat, Maida Vale, Commercial Clerk High 
Court Pet June15 Ord June 15 

Dixore, Heereer, West Cliff, Southend, Tailor 
Court Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Lastoate,J, Sutton, Surrey High Court Pet May 4 
June 15 

Zorg, Wituiam, Lanreath, Cornwall 

4 Ord Jane 14 
Daasns, Wiriiam Hewny, Deal, Kent, Insurance Agent 
Canterbury Pet April 19 Ord June 14 

Gaaeurr, Wititam, Scarborough, Tailor Scaiborough ,Pet 

June 1s Ord June 12 


Bolton, 


June 27 at 3 


Manchester, 
Byrom st, 


Typefounder 


Gt Grimsby Pet 


ith Poole 
Pet May 16 
High Court 


But cher 


High 


Builder Liverpool 


Grocer Tredegar Pet 


Printer Bristol Ord June 10 
nr Manchester, 


June 13 Ord 


Ord 


Plymouth Pet June 


July 1 | 


High | 





WERRY WEATHER. LONDON See 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP, AT WORK. 





(MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPL} 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, 


&c. 


The ‘* VALIANT’’ is adapted for every kind 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, | 

Watering Cattle, 3 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP OR © 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO— 

Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 
Lord Gifford. Karl Scarborough. 
Lord Pirbright. | Baron F. de Rothschild) 
Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
ine Harrison, Esq., J.P. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 

Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. | Miss A. de Rothschild, 

\A. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 


Write for ‘Illustrated Pamphlet No. 829. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS 


TO H.M. THE KING. 





April 22 Ord June 6 

Grerex, Cectt Frank, Cleethorpes, Grocer 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Harpine, Joux, Pontypool. Mon, Newsagent Newport, 
Mon Pet June8 Ord June 13 


Gt Grimsby 


chant Leeds Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
Hew ett, Dawsiet, Gloucester, Corn Merchant 
Pet May 17 Ord June il 
Jervis, Ernest Scott, Queen’s 

Dec 14 Ord June 10 
Jones, Joseph Epwarp, Meifod, gay, Farmer 
Newtown Pet June6é Ord June } 


gate High Court Pet 


11 Ord June 11 


Pet June 14 Ord June l4 

Laycock, ArTHur, Mansion House chmbre, 
High Court Pet Feb 29 Ord June 13 

Lirtaot, Peter, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 

Marsna.t, Henry Cuances, Bedminster, Bristol, Haulicr 
Bristol Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


Southampton Pet May 19 Ord June 15 

MitTcHELL, 
hampton, Builder 
June 14 

Neamer, Geonce, Minster, 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Nortucrort, Witiiam, Che'sea, 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Perkins, WALTER, 
ham Jet June4 

RopeRtTs, Joun Ricwagp, 
March 23 Ord March 23 

Saint, Jonny, 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 13 

PHARP, 
Pet May6 O1d June 13 

Simmonps, WILLIAM, jun, West Malvern. Worcester, General 
Dealer Worcester Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

SLocGerTT, 
Pembroke Dock 

Suira, Marsena Canro.iye, 
Grimsby Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Toner, Hazotp CuzetTuam, Heyrod, Stalybridge, Cheshire 
Ashton under Lyne Pet June14a Ord June 13 

Usperwoop, Wititiam Henry. Chesterfield, 
Chesterfield Pet April12 Ord June 14 

Warp, James. Tooting, Builder Wandsworth Pet June 
15 Ord June 15 

Witsoyn, Harriette Jeannie. and Catugnine McLaren 
Turnxsutt, Peckham High Court Pet May 6 Ord 
June 14 

Wricut, Everarp, Grosvenor rd, Canonbury, Butcher 
High Court Pet May6 Ord June 10 

Younc, Witiiam Cuarites Gueravus, Abercarn, 
—_ Repairer Newport, Mon Pet June 13 
June 13 


Wolverhampton PetJune14 Ord 


Kent, Grocer 


Japanner 


Ord June 14 


Ord June 13 


Pet June 9 Ord June 14 


Plumber 


Mon, 
Ord 





London Gazetle.—Tvunspay, June 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axvensox, Wittiam Epwarp, Mablethorpe, 
Grimsby Pet Jane l4 Ord June 16 
jisnor, Haney Sreruen. Bishopston, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Brows, Atynxep James, Carter In, Mantld Manufacturer 


Baker Gt 


Printer 





igh Court Pet June17 Ord June 17 


Goopman, Harry, Brent. Devon, Butcher Plymonth Pet | 


Heap, Caag.es ALBert, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Coal Mer- 


Gloucester | 


Kinsevwa, James, Wokingham, Grocer " Reailing Pet June | 
Laver, Freperick. Portsea, Hants, Neweagent Portsmouth | 


Land Agent | 


Mason, L S1vppert, Bitterne. Southampton, Dairv Farmer 
James Brapwey Stink, Tettenhall. nr Wolver- | 


| JONES, 
Canterbury Pet | 


High Court | 
| Mavupstey, 
Daybrook Vale, Notts, Farmer Notting- | 


Bow, Tailor High Court Pet | 
| NEVILLE, Lypia M, Ealing, 
Fellside, Hexham, Northumberland, Builder 

| Nock, Wituiam, and Exocu Summers, Moxley, Stad& 
CuagLes BratnsrorpD, Nottingham Nottingham | 


Grorcz, Pembroke Dock, Licensed Victualler | 
| Purstow, 
Gt Grimsby, Milliner Gt | " 

OBSON, 





Crank, Gzorce WILLIAM, <i Exporter High@ 
Pet June 17 Ord June 1 

Ciark, Henry, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet Ji 
Ord June 16 


| CLARKE, FrEpEBick, Stainton by Langwesth, Lines, Fj 


Lineoln Pet June 16 Ord June 1 

CoatswortH, Mask, Darlington, Cattle Dealer 
on Tees ‘Pet June1 Ord June 1 ; 

Cot.ins, Gzorce, Ludgershall, Wilts, Butcher Sali 
Pet June17 ‘Ord June 17 

D’AinTREE, Samugyt Joun Caturrock, Chiswick, 
Brentford Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

De Groot, Fr.ix, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller § 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Farnrie.p, CHARLES WILLIAM, Felixstowe. Kent, 
ment House Keeper Ipswich Pet June 17 Ona di 

Hices, Joun Limsrey, Staple inn, Solicitor High @ 
Pet March7 Ord June 17 

Hume, Ricuarp, Wigan, Earthenware Dealer Wigaa | 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Hurtcuinson, Henry Evaenivs, Dover, 
Canterbury Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Jonas, JoserH, Regent st, Furrier High Court Pet 

Ord June 17 

Josep nu, Hans Hertz, Newport, Tooth Manufacturer 
port, Mon Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Joxes, Joun' GrirFitH Simirson, Pwllheli, 
Draper Portmadoc Pet May 20 Ord June 17 J 

Ropert THomas Epmuunp, Widnes, Bul 
Manager Liverpool Pet Junel6 Ord Junel69 

Kite, ArTHuR, Frogmore, East Meon, Hants, 
Portsmouth Pet Junelé Ord June 16 

Mixes, and Jonarnan Ernest Drew, 
Coal Merchants Bristol Pet June 16 Ord June 

Morcan, Wittiam Grorce, Llanybyther, Carma 
Police Sergeant Carnarthen Pet June 15 Ord da 

Picture Frame Maker 

ford’ Pet May 30 Ord June 17 


Schoo 


Manufacturers Walsall Vet June l4 Ond June 
Parkes, Wi.i1am, Birmingham, Butcher Birming 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 
Paiturs, H E, Claverton st, Pimlico High Courhy 
West Bromwich, 6 


Mayll Ord June 15 
JONATHAN Epwakp, 
West Bromwich Pet June1é Ord June 
Wi uiam, Beeston, Leeds Leeds Pet di 
Ord June 15 a 
Savicne, Marouenire, Oxford st High Court Pet 
17 Ord June 16 a 
Suaw, Henry, Mount st High Court Pet April? @ 
June 16 E 
Siinospy, Mary Emma, Coruneany Jane 8 
MARGARET Suncssy, and Joun Wi.uam 8u 
Leeds, Gunsmiths Leeds Pet June15 Ord dw 
Smiru, H. Tamworth, Staffs, Hatter Birm 
June7 Ord June 18 
Sruart, Wittiam Lain, Hadleigh, 
Pet June17 Ord June 17 » 
Tims, ALYzED Henry, yoned st, Dental Manufacturer # 
Court Pet May 25 Ord June 16 e 
Vartey, AxrTnuR Rothwell, Yorks, Grocer Leedaat 
June 17 Ord June 17 ; 
Wusrtixpatz, Karu, Ledbury, Hereford, Riding Ba" 
Worcester Pet Junel7 Ord June 17 e 
Amended notice substituted for that published ia 
London Gazette of June 3 e 


Woorrox, Revvew Josurn, Coven Heath, nr Wol 
ton, Hay Trusser Wolverhampton Pet May 
May 30 


grocer 


Esecx 








